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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

There is little doubt that orqanizational life is a multifaceted,

complex interaction of a variety of internal and external inputs. Forces

external to the formal organization influence the flow of inputs to the

* organization. In th'? case of the Army, the obvious inputs are dollars,

personnel, and technology. Also, societal conditions influence mission

and permissable vehicles for mission accomplishment. Within the organiza-

tion, structure, leadership, quality of training, coordination, distribution

* of resources, and motivation of individuals Ure examples of factors in-

"fluencing the throughout process, herce the quality of the output. However,

in focusing on this interplay of complex variables, the relationship of

performance to what comes before is not well specified. It is the intent

of this report to look at two specific aspects of organizational character-

istics within the Army as they relate to performance: the influence of

different hierarchical levels on a variety of measures, and models of

organizational functioning with particular focus on leadership.

A growing concern for the performance of civilian industrial service

organizations, together with a generally felt need to insure the capabilities

of military organizations, have resulted in widespread organizational
effectiveness (OE) programs in such organizations. These T-ograms have

been diverse in their focus and activities, but most have had as a major

goal the enhancement of individual and organizational performance attained

through improvements in task and social aspects of work situations.

Organizational effectiveness efforts have met with mixed success, and it is

not yet clear exactly which factors associated with these programs are

needed to maximize the changes for success. However, both theory and

empirical evaluations indicate that the presence and quality of diagnostic

processes are critical to the success of organizational effectiveness programs.

I I i
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Diagnosis has received widespre3d note as a critical element of OE

programs. Yet, despite the availability of a large number of scientific

articles and books suggesting the imnortance of diagnostic processes,

little of practical value has been developed to enable consultants or

organizational managers to conduct meaningful evaluations of organizations.

Most diagnostic activity is based on informal observation or inadequately

constructed interview schedules or questionnaires which are strongly

influenced by predetermined notions of what exists. Little has been done

to systematize diagnostic procedures, and even less attention has been

given to the critical issue of how diagnosis can serve as a basis for

matching problem causes with appropriate corrective activities.

Further, it is cledr that even among those striving to develop syste-

matic diaqnostic procedures, there is a lack of aqreement of how orqanizations

should be evaluated. In fact, there exists considerable controversy in the

scientific literature around this issue. Neither tOe formal debates, nor

those which have occurred more informally has resulted in a single widely

embraced approach to organizational diaqnosis. However, the size and the

nature of organizations involved in OE efforts, together with a variety

of practical considerations concerning costs and staffing issues, do suqgest

some directions for diagnostic processes. It is clear that OE programs in

large organizations require efficient data collection and evaluation procedures.

These requirements greatly reduce the utility of observational and interview

procedures and enhance the need for standardized approaches.

However, even the diagnostic staae is to be preceded by the articulation

of a model. The role of the model is to identify critical aspects of

organizational functioning and the interrelationships of these factors. It is

the absence of such i model which, to a large extent, is responsible for

the inconsistent ai. low quality diagnosis occurring today.

Many individuals participating in organizational diagnosis are not

aware of the underlying role of a model. That is not to say they are

operating without a model of organizational functionlnq, but rather, that

their models are implicit rather than explicit. In these situations, the

adequacy and accuracy of the models go uninvestigated, and any such

weaknesses in the models get amplified many times over in the diagnosis.
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* One of the characteristics of a model is that it often presents the

ideal state -- what a smoothly functioning unit would look 'like. -The

P consequence of this feature is that the model is viewed as normative --

* ~something we ought to work toward. To the extent th'e model is not well

articulated, it is difficult to get understanding of and commnitment to

the model.

One of the principal features of the present research is the development

*of a model of orqanizational functioninq that is appropriate for the Army.

The model is developed from the data collected over two years on repeated
*measurement of 54 battalions. The anchor of this model is unit effectiveness.

That is, it was of interest to develop a model of functioning which explained

performance.

A major, component of most all organizational models 'is managemnent

style, and that is true in the present circumstances as well. Thus, the

* model to be presented says something about leadership practices in the Army

as they relate to unit performance.

Organizationis have developed over the history of human life from small,

Ivery specialized systems (e.g., the nuclear family) to large, complex

structures (e.q., the U.S. Army). One characteristic of almost all organiza-

* tions today is the existence of a hierarchical structure. Organizational

S historians say that these layered structures emerged in attempts to

I manage the work of the organization more effectively. In most organizations

* today that contain even a moderate degree of specialization and technoloqy,

*there are limits to how many people any individual can directly supervise.

* This "span-of -control" issue has led to multilayered systems such as that

in the Army.

It has been well established that individual performance is affected

by the types of organizational practices and conditions (organizationial

climate) in which one works and by the characteristics of the management

behavior expressed toward them. The performance or effectiveness, then, of

a group of individuals is partially a function of the organizational climate

and management behavior. This is r'it to say that other features such as
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job design, quality of training, ability of the worker, availability of

appropriate equipment, and capacity to adapt to technological changes are
not other essential criteria in determining performance. Rather, that

some part of performance is due to climate and leadership.

In a multilayered organization the outputs of those individuals at

the base of the organization are influenced by the behaviors of all those

in layers of the organization that are above. But one of the aspects of

organizational functioning that behavioral scientists do not as yet know

is the extent of the influence each of these layers has on the base of the

organization and the overall performance of the system. The second major
thread of the present research is to try to better describe the impact

of hierarchical levels on unit performance in the Army.

The approach to this issue has been to consider a variety of characteristics

of organizational functioning, including performance, and to ascertain what

impact division, brigade, battalion and company levels were having on these

factors. Another conceptual approach to this is that there exists, at

the individual level, variation on many different features of organizational
life. The question becom es that of "which level -- division, brigade,

* battalion or company -- can explain the greatest proportion of this variation?".

The remainder of this report contains background information and

the results of the specific work undertaken to address the two main features

of this study. Chapter 2 is a review of the relevant scientific literature

concerning models of functioning, especially those relating to the military.
There is not much information in that Chapter on hierarchical issues as this

appears to be a topic on which little has been done.

* Chapter 3 describes the data collected, and the collection procedures--

* used, on w4hich the analytical investigations were based. Chapter 4 presents

* the investigation into the questions of hierarchical influence. Chapter 5

contains t.he rather considerable inquiry into models of organizational

functioning. The final chapter serves both as a summary of the research

chapters and as an opportunity to identify additional topici which are
* directly related to the present work.
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Chapter 2

BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF

RELEVANT LITERATURE

!
SAs indicated in the introduction to this report, the general issue

examined in the oresent research is the organizational level whose func-

tiontinq most significantly impacts the effectiveness of Army units andI the form or model which best explains that impact. The q, "stion becomes

more complex as an effort is made to break it into more manageable,

component parts. Basically, two related but separate issues oresent

themselves: (a) whether effectiveness and its related variances is deter-

mined well up in the Army hierarchy, or further down, and (b) whether the

pattern of behaviors, conditions, and processes which optimally accounts

for that determination is collaborative or traditional in form.

On the first of these questions -- the hierarchical level of impact --

I (available literature in the organizational field is soeculatively vocal but

I .. empirically soarse. Hunsicker (1976) notes a trend in the military services

toward areater centralization, yet a simultaneous trend toward qreater

* specialization, with a resulting increase in inter-function conflict.

i Odiorne (1976) sees the military as exceedingly bureaucratic and believes

that this has produced such negative effects as apathy, alienation, resistance,

* and ineffectiveness. Toomay, et al. (1976), point to changes which have

in their view dramatically affected military organizations, among them:

enormous increases in weapons comolexity and firepower, greater importance

of high technology and support systems, longer time frames, greater emohasis

unon preplanning and orepositioning of resources, and more complex information

* flows. Military actions, they say, are no longer point effects, but extend

over broad areas of impact. Presumably all of these are cogent arguments

"for believing that effectiveness or ineffectiveness of Army units is deter-

* /mined well uo ivi the hierarchy, perhaps at the Brigade or Division levels,

• or even higher.

t *

-
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On .. Ie other hand, a oreat deal of evidence, both old and more recent,

exists to suqqest that a orime precursor of unit effectiveness is the

face-to-face arouo. The work of Scott (1956), Henry, et al. (1WF2), and

Paoe (1946) seems consistent with this. as dces that of Chesler, et al.

(1955).

Miore recently, studies of military functioninq have also identifed

intra-qroun behaviors and processes as important contributors to effectiveness

(Franklin, 1974; Bowers, 1973; Wessner & Franklin, 1975). To the extent

that this is indeed the case, it suggests that much critical variance is

local in oriqin -- at the battalion, company, or ever squad levels. The

I possibility exists, of course, that significant impact occurs from many

or all hierarchical levels, with unit effectiveness and its correlated

functioning in part determined by influences from such levels.

The second principal question is addressed by speculation, as was

the first, but by a substantial amount of empirical evidence as well.

Althouqh logic and argumentation are often employed to make the case for a

Traditional, order-and-obedience model of military functioning, the available

evidence largely supports a more Collaborative model.

Among the common sense arguments often raised in support of a Traditional

model are the following:

A military organization does not operate from a profit
and loss statement.

SAny of the services is larger and more complicated than
any civilian organization.

S. Military personnel are required to expose themselves to
violence and risk of death or injury, and no one does
this voluntarily.

SMilitary action is so complex that only those well up in
the hierarchy have the requisite information, so those
lower must necessarily do what they are told.

Class or status differences between officers and enlisted
personnel are enforced by law.

t~mo1 -' "" "9 .- *. -_ I-°"• .'. . * •°, .o-. •. -°•°-°•. . . .
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Each and all of these may, of course, be true, or true in certain
situations or instances. Empirical -- and alternative anecdotal -- evidence
make them questionable, however. For example, civilian commercial orqaniza-

tions do not operate exclusively by profit and loss statements. On the

other hand, military aporoDriations and budoeting decisions often apDear to
bear marked similarity to their commercial counterparts. Also, the Services

are indeed laroe, but not that much larger than the largest corporations,
and some corporations are larger than some of the Services. Similarly,

Stouffer, et al. (1949) found that only 27 percent (in World War II) had
ever been in combat, over half of these had ever been within range of

.i 1enemy fire, and rarely more than 15 percent in any engagement ever fired

a weapon at an enemy taroet. If these numbers were taken seriously (and
they may be either erroneous or dated or both), it would mean that nearly
"85 percent are not exposed to immediate danaer and almost 98 percent never

fire a weapon at an enemy. Even on the issues of the imnortance of topside
direction and the impermeability of status boundaries, some doubt exists as

to the accuracy in modern warfare of this traditional view.

Much of the empirical evidence concerning conditions conducive to
% military effectlveners has been conducted at the unit (as opposed to higher

or lower) level. In this area, the findings thus far are fairly consistent.

Collaborative practices of one form or another have been found to be positively

Srelated to retention rate (Drexler & Bowers, 1973; Drexler, 1973; Franklin

& Drexler, 1977; Speed & Ryan, 1978), non-judicial punishment rate (Crawford
* & Thomas, 1975), aircraft maintenance (Shields & Walls, 1978), aviation

safety (Kleinman, 1976; Siegried & West, 1977), submarine reactor safety
(Anonymous, 1976), operational readiness (Franklin & Drexler, 1977), and

combat exercise performance (Mumford, 1976). Although these studies are
* unanimous in their supnort for a Collaborative model (and none, as far as can

be ascertained, appear which supports a Traditional view), it should be noted

that none were specifically concerned with Army units.

To summarize, plausible cases can be made that events which determine

Army unit effectiveness occur (a) larqely well up in the hierarchy, (b)

largely well down in the hierarchy, or (c) at any or all levels. Similarly,
* it may be argued either that a Traditional model applies, or that a more

mA
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Collabordtive model is instead appropriate. To the extent tnat empirical

evidence from militay settincs exists, it would seem to give a nod to
qreater variance at lower echelons and to a Collaborative system. However,

little of thc direct evidence has come from qround combat forces, and the

situation in such settings may well be different.

..............."........... ........................



Chapter 3

THE DATA:

TYPES COLLECTEDAND PROCEDURES USED

The purpose of this chapter is to present a description of the types

of data collected in this study and as well as how those data were collected.
These descriptions ccver most all apsects of the collection processes,

including sampling procedures, the response patterns, errors in the data as

well as the resultant- data structures. The last section of this chapter
jz/

includes s.uggestions for data collection procedures relevant for any future

studies.

As mentioned earlier, the present report focuses largely on that portion

of the entire study carried out by the Institute for Social Research and
Vector Research, Inc. The early stages of the project were conducted by

staff of the Army Research Institute (hereafter referred to as ARI). In
particular, two waves of data collection had been done prior to our involve-
ment which began in April, 1979. Since then, two additional waves of data

have been collected, Wave 3 and Wave 4. In this chapter, the primary focus
is the experience in collecting Wave 3 and 4 data, and its characteristics.
However, the procedures used were those established by ARI on Waves 1 and 2,

and the same types of data were collected. Even more specifically, the data

included in Waves 1 and 2 were also in Waves 3 and 4.

Backaround

Three different types of data were collected in this study. Briefly,

"these included auestionnaires completed by members of selected battalions,
interviews with cor,7imanders of battalions, brigades, divisions and corps,

and perfcrmance (record) data at the battalion 2nd company level. The type
of data collected by each of these methods was determined by the staff of the
Army Research Institute in order to insure comparability with earlier
activities carried out by them. The single exception to this was, at the
suggestion of study staff, the addition of some questions on.the questionnaires.*

*Additional items were Included in the questionnaire used for Waves 3 and 4,
but data from the additional items were not analyzed.

-.- -,*./ .
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The overall design was a multiole-measurement longitudinal study over

18 months. There were four waves of data collection at six month intervals.
These included measurement of a unit's current climate, leadership, and

related factors, and performance measures for the preceding six months.

Performance 0 4 Performance PErformance Performance

May Oct lay Nov.
78 78 79 79

\ Wave 1 2 3 4

Questionnaire
Administration X X X

Interviews X X X X

The installations included in Waves 3 and 4 of this study were as

follows: Ft. Hood, Ft. Bragg, Ft. Campbell, Ft. Carson, Ft. Lewis, and Ft.
"Riley. At these sites, 55 battalions had participated in earlier stages of

this study conducted by ARI. The previously identified battalions represented
a variety of functional types including such things as military police, field

artillary, aviation, infantry, medical, calvary, armor and siignal.

Data Collection Procedures

For both Wave 3 and Wave 4, essentially the same procedures were followed.

Each of-the six posts were notified of the forthcoming wave of data collection
activities through regular Army channels. They were asked to designate an
officer to serve as a point of contact (POC). The POC served as a liaison

throughout the study. Each post was asked to select one week out of several
offered during which study staff would be on post doing questionnaire administra-
tion and interviewing. All negotiations with the POC's on these issues were

carried out by ARI staff.
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Each post POC was asked to arrange with each participating battalion time

and location for questionnaire administration and for interviews with commanders

at the battlion, brigade, and division level. During the designated week,

a team of three individuals was on post carrying out the data collection.
These included two individuals representing the contractor and one person

from ARI.

The interviews took place in the offices of the interviewees, most. often

a satisfactory environment. The beginning part of the interviews were tape

recorded. However, the data collected during that part of the interview

* *was for another study and not part of the present investigation.

In some cases, the desired interviev.'ee (battalion commanders, brigade

commanders, assistant division commanders, commanding generals) were not

on post the week of the study visit. In a few situations, the battalion

commanders were brand new (in command less than a week). In some situations

where the above occurred, the battalion executive officer was interviewed

rather than the battalion commander.

The interviewees were asked, as part of the interview, to rank the units

in their command. On a few occasions, the commander refused to do this so that

the data on rankings is not 100% complete.

The conditions underwhich the questionnaires were administered were

quite varied, most often being in unfavorable locations. These ranged from

battalion classrooms to theaters, cafeterias to field hospitals, vehicle

maintenance facilities to firing ranges. Other prevalent characteristics

were inadequate seating, poor lighting, poor acoustics, no writing surfaces,

and, often unbeknowst to the survey administrator, multiple rooms to house

respondents simultaneously. It would appear that most battalions had little

or no vested interest in participating in the study.

Another feature which may have impicted the quality of the survey data

was the inaccurate scheduling. On one occasion, a battalion had its soldiers

sitting in a room, idle, for more than one hour because the battalion thought

the survey was to be conducted at 0800, while the post POC had them listed

at 1000. At some posts, there were some battalions which did not participate
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during the designated week, but rather, were administered the questionnaire

the following week by the post-POC or his representative. At one post, the

POC took leave the week study staff were at his post. At another, the post

POC, in essence, refused to participate and study staff did all their own

scheduling after arriving at the post.

The above issues are identified not in an attempt to besmirch the

capabilities of Army staff, or, in particular, the POC's. Rather, these

incidences are possible causes of lower quality data. They reflect circum-

stances in which battalions were given inaccurate and/or inadequate information

about the purposes of the study, and insufficient time to select appropriate

samples of battalion personnel to respond to the questionnaire, thereby

lessening the quality of the data.

A last environmental feature which varied across the several posts and

battalions within posts was the presence and/or behavior of more senior

battalion officers. In some survey conditi 'ons, there were no cormmissioned

officers present, and during which there existed considerably more chatter,

joking, and withdrawal behavior such as sleeping or early exiting. In other

situations, enlisted personnel and officers were in separate rooms leading to

the same results. Finally, in a few instances, the above distracting behavior

were manifested in spite of the presence of platoon and company commuanders.

The questionnaires were administered using a standard set of instructions

(see Appendix D). These instructions briefly reviewed the purpose of the study

and requested the respondents' frank responses to the items.

One significant feature of the procedures used which may bear on the quality

of the data is that of anonymity. Questionnaire respondents were asked

to write in their Social Security number on the back of the answer sheet

along with other demographic characteristics such as battalion and company

codes, length of service, pay-grade, and number of dependents. Several
responses occurred which indicate that this individual identification may

have influenced data quality.

One response was that some individuals did not code in their Social

Security numbers. Others made up numbers. Several laughed out loud at the

request, or when confidentiality was discussed as part. of the introduction



to the survey. Cne m.t ar-e tha: t e Y~: •re worrle: ar anozne-.-,'

and thus e-th: .r did r C.t c mlee• or •.mad uE a ..S.I. S crtv r .:j7r could
then freely a:, .,or the c.estions. Hoever, oný richt alsc hypothesizeLr • an -h -us i n - L "-

that some who were worried about anený=*ty completed accurately their Social

Security numbers and then modified their responses to items in the questionnaire.

While no systematic investcation of the types of individuals who did

not complete their Social Security numbers took place, one observation

made by a survey administratcr during three weeK of data collection was

that there were a disproportionately high number.of senior NCO's who did this.

Another concerr with any questionnaire administration has to do with

..the readability of the instrument. While no formal assessment of th3 necessL..y

reading level was done for tha questionnaire used in Waves 3 and 4 (in

order to provide continuity of items across al.l waves), most all items would

clearly not be a problem given Army enlistment requirements. However,.some

survey administrators raised this issue in our post-survey discussions.

There were some Army personnel who did have some difficulty reading

the questionnaire because English was their second language. Some individuals

for whom this was a problem would ask for assistance from either their pee.rs

or survey administrators. Others clustered together and used each other

as resources. It may be presumed, however, that there were yet others who,

while needing assistance, did not obtain it, thereby reducing the quality

of the data.

At most sites during Wave 3, survey administrators were asked to distri-

bute and collect a second questionnaire. This second instrument, while only'

35 questions, definitely added to the confusion surrounding materials

and instructions. There were two different answer sheets, two booklets, .and

slightly different instructions. Additional to these'issues, and possibly

more important, was the length of the survey. The Wave 3 questionnaire was

128 items for EI-E4's, 124 items for all others. With the 35 additional

items, it resulted in 163 and 159 items.*

In Wave 4, the additional questionnaire was integrated into the regu1'r

survey booklet, and answers were placed on the same answer sheet in an

attempt to reduce paper handling and confusion. The result was 160 Items

*See Footnote on p. 3-1.

• m . -. q . . . . . . -. . - ' . . . . . . .... .-• .. " -
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for the E-E4's, and 162 for all others. While the time required to complete

this was not great (most taking less than one-half hour), the length in
terms of numbers was a problem. Manifestations of this were people who

either stopped after, say, the first 100 questions or began patterning
their answers after completing the first side of the answer sheet (that

is, just fill up the rest of the answer sheet without reading the questions).

There were features surrounding the collection of performance (record)

data as well. As can be seen from thu forms (see Appendix H) used to

collect the data, some of what was to be provided was classified material.
Questions of whether or not it could be released led'to delay, and, in some

cases, failure to submit it.

Other characteristics were also influential. They included the following:
"The forms used in this study were not exactly the same as the forms (some)

units were using to record their own performance. Different units had

different practices in reporting numbers (e.g., raw totals versus percentage

of re-enlistment). The forms did not contain sufficient information for

those who ultimately were assigned to complete them to know what was wanted.
"•p It was hoped to obtain performance (record) data at both the company and

battalion level, but many companies were unable to report their data because
. of their record keeping systems not containinn that information over time.

And finally, while the forms were distributed to battalions by either the

study staff or the POC, most did not have them completed at the time the study
team left the post. rollow-up to obtain the remainder of the completed fcrms
by the POC has not been vevy successful.

4 Sampling

"As mentioned above, 55 battalions at six CONUS installations were

participating in this study. These units participated in Waves 1 and 2,
Sand the intent was to fllow units over time. However, there was no attempt

to survey the same individuals.
S.

"The post POC's were given t~e following instructions regarding the number

of survey respondents to select.

'1-w

,.4
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From each ccmDany 20 El-E4's
10 NCO's

5 Officers

Additional Battalion 5 Battalion level officers
personnel

Given that most comDanies have more than 100 members, selection of survey

participants was to be according to the terminal digit of the Social Security

number. For Wave 3, individuals with terminal digit 7 were to be selected

first, then, if necessary, those with an 8, etc. For Wave 4, the first

terminal digit number to use was 0, then 1, etc.

Two major characteristics occurred in the sampling. The first had to do

with total numbers per battalion. Most of the participating battalions

had five companies (the range was four to seven), thus the modal number of

requested survey respondents was 180 per battalion. The actial number of

respondents in the five company battalions was very near 115.

A second feature is the way the respondents were selected. It appears

that, on the whole, little or no effort was made to select individuals by

the terminal digit of their Social Security number. The frequency distribution
of the terminal digits revealed an almost uniform distribution across the

Oen possible values, indicating that the sampling procedure was not followed.

In more than one instance it was suggested by battalion personnel that those

selected were those available, that is, those not involved in significant

other activities.

A word of caution ought to be inserted here. There are differences

between a random sample and a representative sample. The selection method

requested in this study was one possible procedure for selecting a random

sample. However, even if it had been followed, th3re is no guarantee that

the resulting sample would have been representative (albeit the chances
are pretty good that it would be). Randomness only reflects how the samDle

is selected, not the attributes of the sample vis a vis the pooulation.
Representatives of a sample is how well the sample mirrors the population with

respect to the attributes of interest. Thus the failure to select a random

II
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sample does not necessarily mandate that the sample is not representative

of the battalion. 'For example, if a soldier was selected for the survey

because he/she was not in a training activity due to a severely sprained
ankle does not preclude that that individual sees the leadership practices

in their company similar to how a randomly selected person sees them.

There exists yet another, albeit small, protection against whatever

biases entered in the selection of survey respondents. The company mean

on any one item is rather insensitive to distortion caused by the presence

of a few non-representative views. This is because the mean, for most

companies, was based on over 20 respondents, and that the questions had only

a five-point response scale. Illustratively, if the true company mean was

3.20, any divergent view could be no further away than 2.20, and the impact

of that view on most company's means would be less than 0.11.

Data Quality-Empirical

In reviewing the responses to the survey, many data quality issues

came to light. Many of these are presented in this section as well as how

they were handled.

* The questonnaires used in this study employed a separate, optically

* scanned answer sheet. All questionnaire items could be answered by selecting

one of up to five alternatives and filling in the corresponding circle on

the answer sheet. Before beqinning to answer the questionnaire items, however,

the participants were asked to code in the following information in available
* grids-on the back of the answer sheet.

________________Grid Content

D Social Security Number

E Battalion code

F Company code

G Number of months in unit

H Number of dependents

I Version number of questionnaire

J Pay grade
K,L Number of years in Army "~Wave 4 only
M,N AgeJ
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(Grids A through C were left blank). Thus there were two different aspects

"h" of the resoonses on the answer sheet which permitted inspection as to

N data editing, item answers and demographic grids.

Within the questionnaire itself there were no questions which permitted

cross-validation with the demographic data in the grids as identified above.

However, there were certain phenomena within the item responses that did

permit some editing. One of the most frequent occurrences was that of a

patterned response. Visually, on the answer sheet, two such patterns would

look ll'-e the following:

"F, , 21 L

2 20 co E 22 A0 0 1

3 Cc , 23A E S r

40 0 C 0 E 24 A 8 C

.5, a c oD L 25-A - C u

I 6* ac oD 26 A ca

7* ac o E 27 A 8 o

8 8, c D E 28,A c L E

. 0 C D V 296 C O,

""100 ac oc 30 A O C

U Figure 1

SIf such patterns existed over several blocks of the answer sheet, the

answer sheets were excluded from the data set. One phenomena, mnentioned

earlier, was the beginning of a pattern late in the questionnaire, especially

beginning at item #101 following the turning over of the answer sheet. When

possible, if a significant part of the answer sheet had unpatterned responses

and then switched to patterned, only the unpatterned items remained in the

"data set.

I..
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The answer sheet used in this study permitted the use of up to 200

questions. The response area for the first 100 items was on one side,
the area for the second on the other. Several respondents filled in thE

response circles for 200 questions, well beyond the number in the questionnaire.

In such cases, as it was not discernible where the valid answering stopped

and the imaginary answering began, these answer sheets were dropped from

the data set. Approximately one percent of all answer sheets were omitted

by the two above criteria through a visual checking process.

There was one other way of inspecting data quality by looking at the

answers to the questionnaire. There were two questions on each version of

the questionnaire which had only two possible answers (all others had five

alternatives). The first of these was item number one which asked the

S. respondents' sex. The percentage giving inadmissible responses to this item

in Wave 3 was 0.7%. The second question had a yes/no answer set and was
much later in the questionnaire (#97) on the instrument for El-E4's, #100

for the officers - Wave 3). In the Wave 3 data set, 11% of the El-E4's gave

inadmissible answers, and five percent of the officers.

There are several reasons that individuals may have provided these

answers. Of greatest concern, of course, is that they were not reading the

questions, but just randomly filling up the answer sheet. And if this is true,

one could argue that there were another seven percent and three percent,

b respectively that could have been also just randomly filling in the answer
sheet but happened to pick from the admissible alternatives simply by chance.
More positive possibilities include that an individual got off by one while
answering the survey, or wanted the last of the alternatives listed, so

filled in the last circle provided on the answer sheet for that item.

As these inadmissible answers indicated a strong likelihood that these

particular respondents were not answering questions carefully, it was
decided to omit all those who provided such answers from the data set.

The demographic data provided some ways of checking the data set and
gave some basis for removing individuals from the data set. For example,
if an individual did not complete their battalion code, there was no way

to identify them with respect to which aggregate group they belonged. Also

. . . . .
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if they inaccurately coded their battalion number, there was no way of being
sure from 'ihich battalion they came. (Upon being confronted by this
problem in the Wave 3 data set, Wave 4 answer sheets were collected by

battalion and visually checked for accuracy).

The criteria used for deletion from among the demographic variables coded

on to the grids of the answer sheet was consistency of pay grade and version
of the questionnaires. All El-F4's were to complete Version I, while
E5's on up were to complete Version II. Anyone who listed their pay grade

as El to E3 but said they answered Version II, or any E5's on up who said

they answered Version I were removed from the analysis. As some E4's were

acting E5's, and thus completed Version II, there was no way of discerning

inconsistencies, so they were all left in the data set. Approximately

two percent were deleted using the above criteria.

One other feature showed up in the pay grade column which indicated

some problems with data quality. Thirteen Wave 4 respondents said their

pay grade was 0-6 or higher. As no Lt. Colonels or above were to participate
in this survey, such individuals were deleted from t~e data set.

There were some problems in the perfor'mance (record) data as well.

As mentioned earlier, different units had different ways of reporting certain

variables. But clearly the biggest problem was just obtaining the data.
For example, for Wave 3, only 34 of the 55 battalions completed page I of

the two pages. However, only 26 ever submitted both pages of the form.
And given that it was the second page that contained battalion strength

(number of individuals presently assigned to the battalion) which was' used
to convert most of the vaiues on the first page into rates (rather than
total number of occurrences), there was a drastically reduced data set on
which to compare unit questionnaire responses to performance measures.
Although one possibility inight have been to impute battalion strength from

the earlier data waves to waves 3 arid 4, it was concluded that this was

inadvisable. Even from Waves 3 to 4 for battalions presenting strength

statistics changes ranged from a gain of 21 persons to a loss of 111 persons.
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Survey Data

This section contains a description of the data collected on the

survey instruments and the indices *that were qenerated from them. The

actual survey questionnaires are included in Acpendices E and F.

As stated earlier, the principal content of the questionnaires was

prepared by ARI and used in Waves I and 2. Approximately 22 items were

added to both Versions I and II for Waves 3 and 4. Analyses of'all items for

both Waves 3 and 4 were carried out to develop indices (or factors or scales)

which had both empirical and theoretical consistency. The method used to

group the items was a cluster analysis algorithm. The results of this

cluster analysis are presented in Appendix A. The description of the
resultant indices is given in Table 1.

The internal consistency measures (alphas) of these indices are acceptable.

The range of alpha values is (.41, .90), indicating some low values, but

without the two indices, Discipline and Standards Enforcement, the range would

be (.64, .90). The alpha values for individual indices can also be found

in Appendix A.

The indices discussed above are similar to the factors generated by ARI

resulting from analysis of Waves 1 and 2 data. Eight of the first 11 indices

(the analysis of questions comparable across waves) are identifiable in

the ARI factor analysis. In doing a comparable analysis of the Wave 4 data

the same clusters appeared for the first 13 indices, and somewhat similarly

for the last four.

Performance Measures

Both the interview data and thE "hard" performance (record) data provide

measures of performance. The former yield both rankings and ratings of unit

performance, while the latter are numerical measures related to discipline,
re-enlistment, and preparedness. (See Appendix H). The measures used are

provided in Table 2.

4 % / . ..
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TABLE 1A

"SURVEY INDICES*

Reliability (Alpha)
Coefficients

"Index Wave 3 Wave 4

Organizational Climate A .79 .84

Organizational Climate B .71 .70

Supervisory Leadership A .83 .82

Supervisory Leadership B .77 .71

i Group Cohesiveness .64 .65

Job Challenge .84 .86

"Motivation .69 .68

Loyalty to Organization .76 .73
Willingness to Deploy .90 .92

Unit Effectiveness .71 .74

Army/Unit Reference Group .65 .67
Discipline .54 .57
Standards Enforcement .41 .40
Military Sentiment .77 .78

Incremental Influence .67 .69
Ascribed Influence .40 .19

Theory X Beliefs .63 .64

*Inoe-es were derived by use in each Wave of the Hierarchical Cluster
Analysis (ICLUST) Program, developed by Revelle, W. and Kulik, J.,
Ann Arbor, Michigan: The University of Michigan, Center for Research

• . on Learning and Teaching, 1970.

I
q
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TABLE 2

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

1. No. of EDP Discharges 15. Personnel REDCON

Aggregate Strength 16. EOH REDCON

2. No. of Adverse Discharges 17. Equipt. Status REDCON

Aggregate Strength
"18. Training REDCON

"3. No. of Articles 15

Aggregate Strength 19. ALO

4. No. of Courts-Martial 20. MOS Qualified percent

Aggregate Strength 21. Turnover (percent)

5. No. of AWOLs 22. Percent Equipment Ready

, Aggregate Strength

p RANKINGS AND RATINGS
• 6. No. of DFRs

--- Aggregate Strength 23. Companies - Battalion Commanders
percentile ranking

7. No. of Crimes of Violence
A a r24. Companies - (23) x the mean of

a - brigade, ADC & Division
SCommanders percentile ranking

8. No. of Crimes against Property for battalion
* Aggregate Strength

25. Battalions - Brigade commanders
9. No. of Marijuana/Drug Offenses percentile ranking

Aggregate Strength 26. Battaliuns - ADC's percentile

10. No. of First Term Reups ranking

Enlisted Strength 27. Battalions - Division commanders
percentile ranking

11. No. of Career Reups

Enlisted Strength 28. Companies - Battalion commanders
rating A+ to E

2COMPOSITES: 9. Companies - (28) x the mean of

12. Discipline = (brigade, ADC and Division
-* 3(5 )commanders' ratings for

13. Re-enlistement 10+11 battalions

14. Overall REDCON 30. Battalions - Brigade commanders'
31. rating

-31. Battalions - ADC's rating

32. Battalions - Division commanders
rating

i%
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The calculations of the rankings and ratings were completed as follows:

Rankings: Being ranked kth of n units yields a score of

n+l-k

n

Ratings: A+ = 13, A = 12, A- = 11, B+ = 10, B = 9, B- = 8,
C+ = 7, C =6, C- = 5, D+.= 4, D = 3, D- =2, E = 1.

As one can see by the definition of measures 24 and 29 in Exhibit 3-3,

company ratings and rankings are being modified by the battalicn values.

In essence, this is an attempt to weight the difference between being the

second best company in the best battalion on post and being the second best

company within one of the lower ranked battalions.

Recommendations

In doing any survey data collection among Army personnel in the future,

we would suggest the following for consideration:

1. Keep the instrument relatively brief.

2. Have some product available to the battalion (company) so that
there is greater chance for commitment to the survey by officers
and staff of the unit.

3. Build in an evaluation of the post POC's performance to be
reported to the POC's immediate superior officer as well as to
the POC. (This necessitates the existence of clearly defined
criteria before the procedure starts.)

4. If multiform questionnaires are used, either prestufff answer
sheets or color code them, preferably both. (This would
reduce the version identification confusion.) . ..

5. Get multimeasures of critical demographics to reduce having to
discard respondents for inaccurate identification.

6. Using a firm cover may help with the absence of writing surfaces.

7. Define the sample selection procedures in ways that are easy to
implement at the company level.

/ •



Chapter 4

ORGANIZATIONAL IMPACT ON COMMAND CLIMATE SURVEY INDICES

This chapter describes the analyses conducted during this pro-

Ject to analyze the relative amounts of. influence associated with

units at various levels in the military hierarchy on command climate

as perceived by individuals in the lowest level units. During this

portion of the study, analysis indices were constructed to represent

variables and constructs of interest, statistical analyses were per-

formed to analyze the of the effects associated with the various

superior hierarchical units, and statistical theory was used to

determine the relative quantitative contributions of these effects to

individual and unit climate indices. The chapter is organized in

three major sections: the first describes the methodology employed in

the analyses, the second describes the results obtained in the analy-

sis, and the third summarizes conclusions from the analysis.

Methodology

The first step of this portion of -the analysis was construc-

tion of unit climate indices from the survey questions. As discussed

previously, cluster analysis methods were used to perform a factor

analysis of survey responses. Through this analysis, seventeen

groups of survey questions were identified as cohesive clusters.-

Eleven additional questions were singled out as single-question

indices of important substantive interest. (As discussed previously,

these analyses were performed for both wave 3 and wave 4 data, and

the results showed general agreement with the previous factor anal:'-

sis of wave 2\data.) Apoendix A describes the composition of these

twenty-eight indices in terms of the survey questions, as well as

showing the Zie, ;and short-name forms under which they will be

identified in ~he discussion of results.

Indices w re constructed only where data was present for all

questions used i n the construction of an index with three ur fewer

questions or fo~ all or all but one for indices involving more than

three questions. All other cases involved the assignment of a
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"Hmissing data" value for the index. This strict rule did not signi-

ficantly reduce the sample sizes in the analysis (as can be seen from

the data presentations in Appendix I). All the further analyses

described in this chapter were conducted in terms of the constructed

indices. Relation s among these indices and between these indice-s and

performance data obtained on a non-questionnaire basis were examined

in other analyses, which did not explicitly examine the relative

contributions of the organizations at various hierarchical levels to

*the indices.

The goal of this analysis was to determine the relative impact

of units *at various organizational levels on the perceptions and par-

ticipation of individuals as represented by the twenty-eight analysis

indices. For this analysis, units were organized into a hierarchy

with four levels:

1) Divisions;

2) Brigades;

3) Battalions; and

4) Companies.

All individuals were members of companies. Each company was a member

of a battalion; each battalion, a brigade; and each brigade, a divi-

sion.- In the process of assigning units to their hierarchical posi-

tions, administrative "brigades" not corresponding to actual combat

arms brigades were constructed for analysis purposes.

In analyzing the way in which individuals' (and units') scores

on the indices were affected by their organizational affiliations,
analyses were conducted in such a way as to allow the separation of

effects associated with the mix of individual (demographic)

characteristics of the personnel in a unit, with the unit's role or

function, and the remaining effects due to other characteristics of

the individual units themselves. These analyses may be considered

either as methods used to control for effects of confounding effects

of demographics and unit function or as analyses of these effects.

Fromn either view, it was falt important to separate the effects as

clearly as possible. The specific analyses will be discussed below.
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Each wave involved mo- .han 4000 individuals in more than 200

companies. This large datd set prohibited complicated non-linear

"analyses. Accordingly, the analyses were all designed around a gen-

S -eral linear model of the index scores. In this model, each indivi-.

" dual subject's index score on each separate index is considered to be

the sum of the overall mean and linear effects of each demographic or

hierarchical variable. As is pointed out in statistical texts, this

model may be considered either as an analysis of variance model or a

regression model -- both forms of model are the same for the discrete

types of variables with which this analysis deals.

"The analyses conducted involved, using the typical language of

the analysis of variance, a model considering crossed demographic

P effects without interaction terms, crossed with the effect of battal-

ion function and with the effects of the hierarchical units, with the

"* . effects of the hierarchical units treated as nested effects, so that

the analysis addressed the effects of battalions within brigades,

S" brigades within divisions, etc.

"The mathematical form of the model used for analysis of the

index scores was

s(I) M(I) Z l)+F(1) + H(F)I ki f Id

+~gj bH~ ( I)
+ H H(1) + H( l) +(E) )

(i ) (I) 4 ci +E
where

.SI) is the score of the ith individual respondent on the Ith

index;

MCI) is the (global) mean score on the Ith index;T'.'

DO) is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to
the DkS individual having demographic factor k at level

""* (so that the sum of the 0 s over all levels i is zero),

where the demographic factors and levels are as shown in

Table 3;

...... . . .. .. . .. . . .

-. /,
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TABLE 3'

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS AND LEVELS

"Sex:

"Male
Female

Mar ital Status:

SSingle
Married; livina with family
Separated; lack of housing
Separated; other reason
Divorced

Housing Status:

-On post -barracks
"On post - family housing
On post - other
Off post - government housin:
Civi 1 i an

Race:

Black
Hispanic
Native American
White

v mOther

Education:

Less than high school
High school or G.E.D. diploma
"Some colleg?
College degree
Advanced degree

School grades:

Mostly A's
Mostly B's
Mostly C's
Mostly D's
Mostly F's

'.1

*0¶t

6,o



4-5

F(I) is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to
i.individual i being in a battalion b with function f (where

the sum of the F's over all values of f is zero), where the

battalion functions in the sample'are as shown in Table

4;

H(') is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to
ldi individual i being in division d (where the sum of the H's

for all divisions d is zero);

H(I) is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to
individual i being in brigade g within his division (so

"that the sums of the H's over the brigades g within each

"specific division are all zero);

" H() is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to3b individual i being in battalion b within his brigade (so

that the sums of the H's over the battalions b within each

specific brigade are all zero);

HM is the effect on individual i's score on index I due to
4, i individual i being in company c within his battalion (so

that the sums of the H's over the companies c within each

specific battalion are all zero); and

EMI- is the residual individual effect which differentiates

* individual i from the other individual's in his company on

index I (sc that the sums of the E's for the individuals i

* within a particular company dre all zero).

The effects in the model were, for most purposes, treated in six

groups, or stages, corresponding to the total set of demographic

effects (referred to as stage 1), the battalion function effects

(referred to as stage 2), the division effects (referred to as stage

3), the brigade effects (referred to as stage 4), the battalion

effects (referred to as stage 5), and the company effects (referred

to as stage 6).

In some areas, the experimental design confounded certain

effects. For example, in the wave 2 data there was, after data

*. . t . - * . . . . - .- . . . . . . . . . . -
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TABLE 4

BATTALION FUNCTIONS

Aviation

Engineering

Military Intelligence

* Military Police

Armor

'Infantry

IS Cavalry

-Signal

Field Artillery

Mai ntenance

Medical

supply and Transportation

Personnel and Administration

-6
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filtering for validity, a division in which responses were available

from only one battalion. Since this kind of situaýtion did not permit

the analysis of the hierarchical effects, this unit was dropped from

* . the analysis. Further, there was a function which was represented by

only a single battalion. In this and other similar instances, model
* I fitting was done in a conservative manner (with respect to hierarchi-

cal unit influences), so that all effects which could be attributed

to demographic or battalion function effects are attributed there

rather than inflating the estimates of unit effects beyond conserva-

tive minimum estimates.

* Confounding and related problems also explain the selection of
* the demographic and function variables examined (shown in Tables 3

and 4, respectively). Other demographic characteristics of possible

interest were available in the data set, but were highly correlated
with the set chosen. For example, over 95% of the variability in

rank of respondent was associated with variation in the demographic

variables shown in Table 3. Accordingly, rank was not used as a

demographic variable, although its effects are contained in the

overall demographic effects. Because of these confoundings, the

total demographic effects mepasurements are more meaningful than the

possible attribution of effects to individual demographic causes,

which suffer from being confoundings of several possible causes.

The same problem occurs with the unit function dimension.
Although described in terms of "battalion function", the dimension

* I under examination is in fact unit function, and confounds brigade,
battalion, and company function, and in some cases division type.

In the units studied, infantry battalions occur in infantry brigades.
Rifle companies occur only in infantry battalions. The mix of
battalion types in different division samples is significantly
different. In many cases, this confounding is inherent in the basic
rules of Army structure; in a few, it may be an artifact of the

sample. Whatever the cause, it is impossible to separate these
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I confounded effects. Further, although identified as battalion
function effects, the effects measured in stage 2 cannot be added to

the battalion effects of stage 5 to get a total battalion effect.

Rather, the stage 1 effects actually represent a composite ofý

division, brigade, battalion and company level effects associated

*with the role or function of the unit and separable from the

unit-unique effects of stages 3 through 6.

* Although many of the possible company-function effects have

* I been included in the stage 1 analyses, it is possible to identify an

additional dimension of unit function that occurs in a unique fashion

at the company level and is not confounded with higher-level unit

effects. This dimension is the distinction in unit function between

.4I line units and headquarers or support units. For example, in an

infantry battalion, rifle units are line units and headquarters units

are not. Using such - .jassification of companies into line and

non-line companies, an additional set of analyses were conducted in

which the sixth-stage effects (company effects) were subdivided into

company-function other company effects. As with the results of the

* main six-stage analysis, the results of this additional analysis are

described below.

* * IWithin the overall model, the effects in each of the six

stages were tested for statistical significance using standard

normal-theory F-tests. Because of the large number of index:-stage

combinations, the level of the significance tests was set to 0.005.

(The test level refers to the probability that an effect would be

identified as present in cases where in reality there was no effect.)

These tests were performed for the data sets from waves 2, 3, and 4.

In addition to the significance tests, R2 statistics (coefficients

of partial determination) were computed and are presenttd for each

stage, where each statistic represents the proportion of the total

population variance reduced by the effects in the stage, conditional

I) on (i.e., after removal of) the effects determined for all

lower-numbered stages.
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In addition to the analysis of the data at the individual

level (in which, as will1 be seen in the following section, the R2

coefficients are quite small due to the fact that the differences in

index scores associated with unit associations are small compared

with individU3l variability) some discussion is included in the next

section of the meaning of the results "in terms of the effects on unit

mean scores on the indices. In addition to the discussion of results

which follows, Appendix I contains a complete presentation of the

means and standard deviations of the index scores for each unit (at
each level) and for demographically classified data.

Results

Appendix B summuarizes the results of the six-stage analysis for waves

2,3 and 4. Coefficients of Partial determination are presented for

each stage, with indications of their levels of significance.

The original analysis was run on individuals, to more easily

interpret and remove demographic effects. As can be seen from the

detailed data in Appendix B, the resulting coefficients of partial

determination are quite small for this analysis, reflecting great
individual variation within companies. This does not, however, dim-

inish the statistical significance or meaningfulness of the differ-

ences among units, both at company and higher levels. In otner

words, even though a great deal of within-company variance exists,

for most of the factors, company means differ significantly and

meani ngful ly.

In order to see this numerically, consider index 810 on wave

a 3. The within-company standard deviation of scores on this index was

0.78. Company sample sizes were approximately 25. Accordingly, corn-

pany means were measured with standard errors of about 0. 15 (and

measurement variances of approximately 0.023). The variance of the

measured company means was 0.1067, suggesting a true standard devia-

tion of company 1neans (after allowance for the measurement error) of
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.29, which is clearly extremely significant and meaningful. The dif-

ferences between companies are about one-half as great as the differ-

ences between individuals.

(It must be noted that this example: (1) addresses all dif-

ferences between companies, from all causes, and not merely theI company-specific effort, and (2) is slightly inexact since the act-
ual company sample sizes vary, rather than being a constant 25. The

K ~ example, is, however, accurate in its basics and shows clearly why

the very small R2 coefficients are both statistically significant

and indicative of meaningful effects.)

The significant R2 coefficients from the individual analyses

followed a definite pattern. Within the hierarchical levels, company

effects were generally the strongest with division effects also pres-

ent for many indices. Battalion and brigade affects had little sig-

nificance. Demographic and function effects, present for almost all

variables, were of magnitudes comparable to company and division

effects, in that order.

Analysis on company means (as described above) would not alter
the relative effects oi' function or any of the hierarchical factor

levels, but it would increase their magnitude relative to demographic.

effects. This is because there is no variance on these factors

within companies. On the other hand, the relative effects of the
demographic factors, as compared to the other factors, would decrease

because of within-company variation on demographic measures which

tends to diminish these effects across companies. If companies were
'all female' or 'all hispanic' .(as they are all a particular function

or division), then the demographic effects on company means would

increase in the same way that the function and hierarchical effects

increase.

In general, the relative m~agnitude of hierarchical (and func-

tion) effects, as compared to demographic effects, would increase by

a factor of approximately the square root of true company size. Such

an analysis, on company means, would not change the significance of
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.1

the factor effects, but would dramatize the organizational level

effects as compared to the demographic effects.

The following sections of this chapter present some comments

on the analysis details associated with each of the datasets for each

wave, discuss some of the specific results found and s:,'marize the

major conclusions of the analysis.

Analysis Details

The standard treatments given data limitations and inappropri-

ate survey responses are discussed elsewhere in this report and will

not be repeated here. In addition to the screening of respondents

described in chapter 2, however, one extra screening step was taken

out of necessity. The battalion code was used to identify function,

i division, brigade, battalion and company. Respondents with invalid

battalion codes could therefore not be inclu ed in this analysis.

One-battalion brigades were analyzed at the 'brigade level, since the

battalion analysis was a comparison within brigades.

" The wave 2 survey questionnaire did not include questions com-

prising nine of the twenty-eight indices. Also, since the wave 2

analysis was basically for confirmation of results obtained in the

analyses of waves 3 and 4, and because of ti~e constraints, the full

analysis was not completed for the three survey items which were on

. the Version II questionnaire only. The full analysis for wave 2,

then, was run on sixteen indices.

The wave 2 data included a battalion which was a one-battalion

division. While one-battalion brigades were included in the analy-

sis, at the brigade level, it was decided not to include this one-

battalion division. (Exclusion of this battalion resulted in an

j additional one-battalion function for this wave. ) Some one-company

battalions, included in the analysis down through battalion, could

not be included in the company analysis (since that was a comparison

within battalions). This treatment is consistent with the handling

of one-battalion brigades in all three waves.

.1
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Of 6033 wave 2 survey respondents. 3559 passed-all screening

tests and were included in the major port'io of the analysis. The
company analysis included 4907 of these respo~idents.

Of 6065 respondents to the wave 3 survey, 4501 reported valid

battalion codes and were included in the major portion of the analy-
sis. The company analysis included 4392 of these respon~dents. There

were no cases of one-company battalions or one-battalion divisions in

the wave 3 dataset. One-battalion brigades were treated at the bri-

gade level, as described above. Case loss at the company level was

due entirely to missing data.

Of 5043 respondents to the wave 4 survey, 4623 reported valid

battalion and company codes and were included in the analysis. As in

wave 3, there were no cases of one-company battalions or one-

battalion divisions in wave 4.

Specific Results

The statistical significance of the six stages, and of indivi-

dual demo graphic factors is indicated in Appendix C for each wave.

A '+' indicates that significant factor effects are present at the

.005 level. The presence of significant factor effects indicates

that an individual's status on the given factor influences his index

score. For instance, presence of a 'sex effect' on 'willingness to

deploy' means that men and women significantly differ in their

responses to the questions comprising this index. Some of these

effects are discussed in the following paragraphs, organized in terms

-of the six stages. -_

Demographic effects

Demographic effects were found to be -significant for every

index in each wave except for 'ascribed influence' in wave 3. As

presented in table 4. 1, the demographic effects are really a set of

factors relating to: sex; marital status; housing; race; education;

and school grades.

Educational level of the respondent was the most consistently

significant demographic effect. Responses significantly differed on
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the basis of education on every index, in all three waves, except
'organizational climate B' and 'ascribed influence'.

*'. Race of respondent Was also of consistent significance for

every index except 'army reference group' in wave 2. In waves 3 and

* . 4, race was a significant factor for over half of the indices.

* Sex, marital status, housing and school grades contributed

effects less often, but in some consistent patterns for all three

waves:

Sex had a significant affect for 'organizational climate B',
'willingness to deploy' (all three waves), and 'effectiveness' (waves

3 and 4);

Marital status had a signvificant effect for 'motivation' and

'career intentions' in all three waves;

*Housing statu s had a significant effect for 'job challenge',
4 'motivation' and 'career intentions' in all three waves; and

p.School grades had a significant effect for 'motivation' in all
.A thlree waves.

Function

Function effects, while seldom large, are significantly pre-

sent for more indices than any of the hierarchical levels of divi-

sion, brigade, battalion and company. The only two indices for which

function never showed up as having a significant effect are 'army

reference group' and 'ascribed influence'.

Function is somewhat confounded with battalion because some

functions in all waves were represented by only one battalion. The

results, however, indicate that this confounding did not produce the

significant results for this factor. it is therefore believed that

the observed function effects are correctly attributable to

function.

V. Division

Division effects were present for about half of the indices in

wave 4 and most of the indices in waves 2 and 3. Division effects

If
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showed up consistently, in all three waves, for the indices concern-

ing 'group cohesiveness', 'willingness to deploy' and 'effective-

ness'. While the adjusted coefficients of partial determination for

division were generally not as high as those for company and function

effects, the consistency of their significance indicates that divi-

sion affiliation is a factor which influences command climate as

measured by the survey indices. It is also worthy of note that a div-

ision effect will influence many more individuals than a company

effect.

Brigade

Brigade effects are not present for most of the indices. The

only index for which a consistent brigade effect was found in all

three waves is 'effectiveness'. In general, it would appear that

brigade affiliation has limited effect on the indices of command

climate.

Battal ion

Battalion effects, although somewhat more prevalent than bri-

gade effects in wave 3, are also not present for most of the indices.

Consistent effects, in all waves, were not found for any of the indi-

ces. Battalion affiliation does not appear to be a major factor in

determining command climate as measured by the survey indices.

Company

The greatest R2 for organizational effects were found at the

company level (where the associated degrees of freedom were also

greatest). Company effects were significant for 50 percent of the

indices in wave 3, 53 percent in wave 4 a~nd over 80 percent in wave

2. More important than the number of indices in which company

effects were found is the magnitude of those effects. In the analy-

sis on individuals, the company effects, after all other effects had

been removed, were often stronger (in terms of R2) than the demo-

graphic effects. Company affiliation, for most of the indices where

A&....
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it was significant, accounted for the greatest portion of explainable

variance on index scores of individuals. Individual variation within

10 companies was great, of course, as would be expected for any measure
taken on a group of individuals in almost any setting. The measured

company effects were analyzed to separate any possible inclusion of

company function (line vs. non-line) effects. The company function

was statistically significantly different than zero in only one-third

of the indices (while company effects were present in over half).

When company function effects were demonstrably present, they were

very small compared to other effects: in no case was more than 10% of

the R2 for company due to company function effects. This result

indicates that the line versus non-line company function is not a

major determinant of the company effects. The detailed data is

contained in the tables in Appendix B.

Conclusions

* The three waves of survey data analyzed in this portion of tha pro-

ject were collected over *i time span of one year. Consistent results

for all three waves indicate that some positive conclusions can be

drawn:

1) Company affiliation has the most significant organizational

level effect on most of the indices;

2) Division affiliation also has a consistent effect on many

indices;

-~3) Demographic factors do have a significant effect on command

climate (as measured by the survey indices), with the educa-
tional level arnd race of the individual the most consis-

tently significant demographic factors among those examined

(rank was not examined, but correlated extremely highly with
educational level and should therefore be considered a
possible determinant);
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I4) Unit function significantly affects command climate index

scores;

5) Brigade and battalion affiliation have limited influence;

and

I6) A great deal of within-company individual variation exists

that is not explained by any of the factors examinad.



"Chapter 5

"A TEST OF TRADITIONAL AND COLLABORATIVE MODELS

OF ARMY FUNCTIONING

Introduction

One of the tasks which'this research project undertook was to exanine

alternative models of Army unit functioning and to identify, if possible,

a model most conducive to unit effectiveness. In the sections which follow,

we shall first state briefly the Lheoretical rationale laid out in the

S-"first te:hnical report (Bowers & Rcss, 1979), then describe the methods

employed to test different models, and next present the evidence resulting

from those tests. Finally, the results will be discussed and summarized.

Alternative Models of Functioning
¾b

Two basic dimensions run through the organized lives of human beings.

m One of these dimensions is energy -- the amount of effort committed to

organized activities. The other is direction, the purposeful nature of

activities themselves. From these two basic dimensions, whole models of

these processes may be constructed.

In work organizations, whether military or civilian, any such model is

an abstract picture of precisely how energy is induced and direction provided,

a series of cause-effect sequences which result in effectiveness.

__ In more primitive times, both energy and direction components of

organized human life were woven into the very fabric of societal structure.

Energy devoted to common tasks came from ties of kinship and religion, and

the basis for-it was laid in early socialization. Direction came from the

strongest, wisest, or at least the most powerful, and its basis was normally

provided by those same ties of kinship and religion.

pJ
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S.q..

"An abrupt change in this situation cane to Western civilian society with

"the industrial revolution. Urbanization and mobility wiped out the

orienting and stabilizing effects of kinship. Secularization, education,

and the advance of science made religious doctrine less influential.

Finally, the increasing technical complexity of society pushed toward a

meritocracy, and the rise of democracy joined this in makinq direction

subject to more or less continual question.

In the military, a coincident change occurred with the French Revolution,

the rise of the nation state, mass national armies, and the Napoleonic Wars.

U Prior to that time, armies were more often than not the "playthings of kings,"

owed their allegiance to the sovereign and were used by the latter primarily

in dynastic wars. With rare exceptions, the nation itself, as such, was

relatively unimportant. IndEed, it was observed that Prussia, with its superb

army, was not a nation, but an army that used a particular piece of geography

as a billeting area.

The rise of the nation-state, nationalism, and the rapid advance of

technical weaponry changed that rather dramatically. Energy in military

activities came to be provided by commitment to the nation (patriotism),

rather than by feudal ties of fealty based upon fixedness of status in life.

"Mass armies involved the whole nation, and technical weaponry (in an age of

still less than universal education) pushed the providing vf direction toward

"a meritocracy of the technically highly trained, supported by an implementing

bureaucracy.

It is useful to note that these fundamental changes, in civilian as

well as military organization, which took place at the close of the 18th and
early in the 19th centuries, themselves stemmed from fairly basic societal

changes. Perhaps at their root they were economic, in the sense that the
factory system and the rise of a commercial class (a) weakened the traditional

feudal ties of community and religion, and (b) redistributed resources such

that an imbalance of power and influence existed between the old aristocracy

and the rising bourgeoisie. The political equalitarianism of the French

Revolution, which was produced by these changes, led to a reaction by the

remaining traditional states, and an attack upon France itself. France's
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*reaction, in its turn, led to the rise of modern nationalism, the mass army,

and the start of high technology warfare.

This historical observation is of more than curiosity value, since much

*the same thing, if in less sudden form, has happened again in the years of

this present century. Mass education, the development of social welfare

legislation, and the revolution in expectations have created pressures wHch

11 have rather dramatically restructured -,)ciety (particularly American society).

Organizationally it has led to demands for involvement -- a say or a voice

* -- in issues of direction. The energy component faces pressures as well.

Role ties are no longer so automatic. A fairly sophisticated population no

longer takes for granted the competence of its leaders, civilian or military,

and almost instant media commnunication reveals much of what is questionable,

* ~but little that is not. Loyalty and commiitment must therefore be constantly

regenerated.

Despite these changes in how an organization cultivates energy and

instills direction -- which is an issue of what form its management system

takes, there is an issue of the consequences of these processes which remains
central. Organizations, as collective entities, do something, and that

something (or things) redounds positively or negatively. When we look at

these consequences and attribute value from some scale of goodness or badness

to them, we commnonly call the resulting comparison the organization's

effectiveness.

Each of these primitive constructs -- energy, direction, the management

system, and effectiveness -- becomes quite complex when we examine its

nec-ýssary properties in detail. Their impacts upon one another -- the ways
ir which they interact in the real world -- add yet other degrees of complexity.

To define a model of organizational functioning appropriate to the Army-

requires that we study each and all.

In recent years, much has been written in the organizational literature

about the way in which organizational processes are directed and controlled,

that is, about basic management models. In these hundreds or thousands of

conceptual and empirical pieces, different terms and constructs have been

a used to define or amplify the primitive constructs, energy and direction.
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A close scrutiny of the literature suggests that, for several decades,

much of the discussion has identified two basic or "pure" forms and one,

or perhaps two, variations or combina tions of them. The two basic forms

may be for convenience labelled Directive and Collaborative.

The Directive (Traditional) Management System

The Directive Management System is one in which control is exerted

from the top down, with managers aad supervisors largely responsible for

directing their subordinates in performing designated tasks. In its most

extreme forms, it is analogous to Likert's Systems 1 and 2, McGregor's

Theory X, or Blake's 9-1 style. It should be noted that this management

form is quite consistent with the practices which necessarily emerged in

the early 19th century, and might therefore be termed "traditional". Whille

those who advocate it as an appropriate style may or may not believe the

personal value positions which McGregor attributed to Theory X (e.g., that

persons are lazy, will get away with doing as little as possible, and the like),'

there is a viewpoint inherent in this model which values topside competence.

3 Briefly, it is that events, processes, and hardware in organizational life are

so complex that only those persons whose training and experience are gredt

and whose positions are at a high level in the conventional pyramid can provide

adequate direction. Complexity requires coordination, and coordination can

*only be provided by having those with great knowledge and skill build it

into the overall plan. An organization is therefore somewhat like a machine,
LN structured around the technology and standard work processes. Its nature,

structure, technology, and those processes are determined by those at the

top, with high technical and professional training.

~.5The technical work design therefore drives the system. The necessary

*flow of events leading to effectiveness is prescribed by the technical/

operational work structure laid down by higher echelons. The responsibility

of lower echelons of supervision is to make certain that assigned individuals

perform their prescribed tasks in the proper way at the proper time.

4 Coordination of functions is thus built into the system, through structure
and roles, provided that lower echelons of supervision perform their

777 leadership and command tasks as prescribed.

PO
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In this model, leadership is therefore a restricted art, and only some

persons are felt to be capable of exercising it, It is role dependent,

in the sense that the ability to do so depends upon havi~ng requisite authority,

having technical competence in the substance of command, upon the ability

to keep subordinate performance under adequate, surveillance, and upon the

ability to implement rules and to reward and punish justly and fairly.

3Charisma -- the ability to inspire -- is partly a matter of personality and

* partly a matter of experience and training.

The Collaborative Management System

IConsiderably in contrast to this i s the Collaborative Model, which

has developed from organizational practice in the recent decades of rising

education, economic security, and growing expectations. It holds that

persons express what at root are common needs in widely different forms.

Given mobility and the opportunity for widely different experiences, there

is not likely to be "one best way" to perform any specific work task.

Because of the rapid pace of change, and the wide variations which are likely
-to occur in interfaces between man, mach ine, and situation (man-man, man-

I. machine, machine-machine, man-situation, machine-situation, and man-machine-

* situation), no centrally prescribed set of procedures is likely to function

optimally across the board. Instead, the know-how, information, and per-

spective necessary for effective functioning are likely to lie closest to the

tasks themselves -- that is, in those who perform them.

According to this model, both direction and energy are provided by the

same mechanism, a process of joint leadership which integrates the goals

of members into the objectives of the organization, provides coordination

by group linkages of this kind at all levels, and opens the channels of

communication in all directions to accurate, parsimonious transmission of

information. Stated succinctly, it holds that locals, not centrals, have

the real know-how necessary to get the job done, and that they will devote

energy to doing so if they have collaborated in determining how it will happen.

Therefore, this model advocates a management system in which control is

shared at ance across all levels, with managers and supervisors responsible for

I generating and guiding an effective process and for linking their units

* upward and laterally. In its present form, it is identified with Likert's

System 4, McGregor's Theory Y, or Blake's 9-9 style.
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Extensions To Military Organizations

The Traditional Military Organizational Model

The traditional military organizational model is a variant on a

classical form. The energy, or motivational, component of organizational

functioning is presumed to come from the built-in propensity of human beings

to respond to ascribed influence (legitimate power, reward power, ard

coercive power, perhaps collectively termed "authority"). This energic

component is distributed through a hierarchy. The substance of what is done

is determined at the top, and is governed (or enforced) by rules, standardi-

zation, and surveillance or control systems.

However, a motivational variant occurs in the military version of the

traditional model. Through the exercise of authority, strong limitations

(discipline) are placed on individual behavior, in favor of group behavior

directed toward demanding, physically strenuous performance. This builds

group spirit, or loyalty to unit and Service, which in turn leads to group

accomplishment. Finally, outcomes result in the form of morale, mission

effectiveness, and such individual, positive effects as self-confidence.

In a first, simple form, the traditional military model might appear

as it does in Figure 2. Working'backward in the model, we might arrive at

the following general propositions:

. Where rules and standards are lacking or are not clear and
enforced, effectiveness will be low.

. Where obedience (compliance) is low, effectiveness will be
low.

. Where there is high group and service loya.lty (honor motiva-
tion), there will be a high level of compliance (obedience).

. Where there are supervisory styles based upon ascribed
influence, there will be effective discipine.*

. Training and experience wi~ll enhance the ability to lead
from an ascribed influence base.

*The concept "ascribed influence" and "incremental influence" are drawn from
the writings of Katz and Kahn (1978). Ascribed influence is influence based
upon position -- the effect of the ability to reward and punish, plus

* respect for legitimate authority. Incremental influence refers to increments
built by the supervisor as a role occupant, through expertise and referent
power.
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There are, in addition, several corollary propositions that may be

derived:

*Without respect for rank and authority, missions will not
be understood, rules will be unclear or ignored, standards
will not be adhered to, and contr ol systems will func.-
tion poorly, if at all.

*In the absence of mission clarity, clear rules and stan-
dards, and effectively functioning control systems, morale
will be low and mission accomplishment will be poor.

*If rank and authority are not respected, discipline will
break down.

*Ascribed influence will be more effective than incremental
influence in maintaining discipline.

*If discipline is not maintained, group and service loyalty
* will decline.

4 The Collaborative Model

Quite different in form is the Collaborative Model of system management,
which begins by viewing the organization as a network of overlapping, inter-

locked groups. Leadership is regarded as a behavior form, not exclusively

an attribute of a supervisory role. As such, it may occur among subordinates
toward one another (peer leadership), as well as from supervisor toward

subordinates (supervisory leadership). Conceivably, although less commionly

conceptualized in that way, it could occur from subordinates toward the

supervisor as well. However, because of the critical linkage role played by

the supervisor, and the visibility of his or her position, supervisory leader-

ship is seen as one of the important causes of peer leadership. What the

supervisor does appears in a "multiplier" way in the behavior of his subor-

dinates. Group processes -- attributes of the group itself, such as group

SD I loyalty -- result from the combination and interplay of leadership behaviors

within a set of given conditions called the group's "organizational climate".

These conditions, themselves the product of the functioning of super-

ordinate groups, are, for any focal group, causal variables which delimit and
influence that focal group's functioning. Hierarchy is important primarily

through its linkage of overlapping group memberships and roles. Organizational
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*control consists, not of devices and procedures by which superiors keep
subordinates under surveillance, but of the total fund of reliability built

X into the system through felt accountability at all levels and the accurate
functioning of information systems which provide sel"'-guidance through feedback.

At the effect end, effective leadership and group processes produce a
series of outcomes: (1) performance, including for upper echelon groups

* a further refinement of organizational climate for groups below; (2) goal
integration, the alignment of member's personal goals with organizational
objectives; and (3) satisfaction or morale.

In form, this model might be diagrammed as it is in Figure 3. The model
thus stated generates the following general propositionsi

While there may or may not be any direct correlation among
performance, satisfaction, and goal integration in any
specific instance and at any particular point in time,
they are coordinate outcomes of the same sets of conditions

-- the behaviors and processes of the functioning work
* .- ,~group.

.Effective group processes, and therefore high group commit-
ment and loyalty, will result from peer and supervisory
leadership processes which are collaborative.

*Group processes and leadership behaviors will be in sub-
stantial part determined by the collaborative character
of the organizational climate in which they occur.

*Organizational climate will be in substantial part deter-
mined by the collaborative behavior and functioning of

V. superordinate groups in the hierarchy.

V Beyond this, there are a number of corollary propositions that follow
from the above:

*Groups and organizations will perform most effectively
when differences in rank and status are minimized.

*Mission clarity, requirements, and standards will be
most clearly understood and observed when superordinate
echelons function collaboratively.

Organizational control will be highest when relationships
and processes at all relevant levels are collaborative.

P77
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Incremental influence -- the influence which a supervisor
builds upon an expert and referent base -- will be more
effective than ascribed influence in building group
prccesses and positive outcomes.

Discipline results from collaborative mutual comm~itment,
not from the external setting of arbitrary limitations.

Discussion and Integration

The preceding sections have presented an extensive discussion of major

concepts underlying two models potentially appropriate to Army functioning.

We have described a small portion of the'historical context essential

to'an understanding of the societal forcefield within which the problem

currently occurs.

Perhaps most central to the task of testing these models is a statement

of the conditions and processes assumed by the alternative managemrent models.

In doing so, it is important to recognize that each model and its advocates

believe their assumptions -- about history, environment and human nature -

to be accurate reflections of the world as it really is. The Traditional

V. model, by its very nature, assumes that is precepts are correct and that those

of the Collaborative model are in error. Similarly, the Collaborative model

intrinsically rejects as incorrect the assumptions of the Traditional model.

In very global terms, both of these models appear to us to rely upon

the same general algorithm, presented in Figure 4. An organizational

climate, of some structural or processual composition and containing basic

conditions, policies, and practices, is seen as contributing to, leading
s ~to, or encouraging two things: leadership behavior at lower levels and

-S Reliability or predictability in what transpires. Leadership, in its turn,
is vie ed as building Group Loyalty which contributes as well to Reliability.

From t e latter comes effectiveness of the subordinate units and, by a

process of aggregation, of the system itself.

If both models share this highly general schema, they scarcely define
the corn nent entities in the same way. Indeed, they describe those

necessa parts in almost exactly opposite terms, as the summary in Table 5

-aA
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I J Figure 4

General Model of a Focal Unit

Organizational Climate

Leadership

. Group Loyalty

Reliability

Effectiveness
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*. Table 5

Comparative Characteristics of Directive and Collaborative Models

Traditional Model Collaborative Model

Climate - Structured, programmed Climate-Takes the form of processes
to fit a technical work designed to encourage open
flow with predetermined and accurate information
decision rules, contains flows, pooled knowledge,
rules and standards, a and shared determination of

* hierarchy of substantial ways to meet requirements,
status differences, and Emphasizes objectives or
impersonal control sys- end states, rather than rules
tens which report to or standard ways of meeting
"upper levels of the them. De-emphasizes status

q governance structure. differences, and sees control
Coordination occurs by as coming from shared com-
having been built into mitment with informative
the structure, and is feedback to members themselves.
"sustained by vertical Coordination occurs by having
"linkage of an authority/ been built into the processes
accountibility kind. of collaborative linkage,

not into the work structure.
Accountibility is mutual or
horizontal, as much or more
"than vertical.

Leadership-On the task side, is of Leadership-On the task side, consists
-V a deviation/surveillance of serving as a resource to

form, transmitting orders facilitate the doing of the
a and monitoring to see they work, and as a link-pin,

are carried out. On the representing upward and later-
interpersonal side, it ally, as well as vertically.
consists of minimizing Builds motivation (goal integra-
interference from non-task tion) by displaying high personal
related human factors, standards and by accommodation
administering rules fairly, mechanisms such as guiding
and cultivating goal - participative decision processes
integration (motivation) on how to go about meeting the
by socialization mechanisms. group's required objectives and
Leadership is effective only by helping to redesign jobs to
when it comes from a person better fit members' various
in a position of formal capabilities. On the interpersona
authority, and more when side, provides interpersonal
"it is based upon ascribed support and encourages teamwork.
"influence (authority, Relies upon incremental, more than
rewards and strict enforce- ascribed, influence, and sees
ment) than when it is based leadership as a set of behaviors
upon incremental influence shared by all but triggered by
and the group's own norms, the formal supervisor.

..-
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Table 5 (continued)

Traditional Model Collaborative Model

Group Loyalty-Consists principally Group Loyalty-Consists of members'
of members' identification identification with the
with the group and the group and the larger entity,
larger entity, such as the but more importantly of the
service. It comes from group's collective capacity
enforced discipline and to adapt and function
from the group's past effectively as a team.
experience in having been It comes from having built

Sconstrainea to perform teamwork, involvement,
difficult tasks required participation, and a shared
from above, sense of "ownership."

Reliability-Comes from obedience and Reliability - Comes from shared
from strict enforcement commitment and strong
of the structural and feelings of mutual accounti-
procedural rules and bility, plus feedback to
standards, monitored from members themselves from
above by impersonal information system.

- control systems.

I Effectiveness -Consists of ability Effectiveness - Consists of the ability
to perform required tasks to shoulder and accomplish
in prescribed way. any required tasks, whether

signaled from the rest of
the system or encountered

I unexpectedly in the
environment without the
system's prior reaction.

i
J
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indicates. In the Traditional model, climate is structural, prescriptive and

conti fling. Leadership is instrumental, directive, and requiring. Group

Loyalty comes as a response to the interplay of requirement and limitation,

while reliability comes from the effective enforcement of the plan.

-. By way of contrast, the Collaborative Model rejects these components

as defined, at almost every step of the way. Climate is seen as containing

processes which permit and encourage effective responses, not structured

requirements that things occur in a particular way. Lea;"'ship is seen, as
a behavior form, valuable to the extent that it mu ltip! - from the formal
link-pin (the "leader") to all members. Group loyalty is seen as a combination

of characteristics of the group as a unit, including, but not limited to,

pride in membership. Finally, reliability is seen as coming from the

concerned attention of many or all for the effectiveness of something theyii feel committed to and informed about, not from the enforcement of standard
rules or the "snitching" of control systems.

Effectiveness in the two models carries a somewhat different flavor as

well. In the Traditional system it consists of the accomplishment of

designated milestones -- whatever they may be as determnined by the technical

and :ontrol systems. Flexibility and coordination stem, not from processes

below or throughout, but from the top stratum's ability to scan the environ-

a ment and adapt the plan. In the Collaborative system, effectiveness is viewed

in more general terms: as comprising the attainment of objectives, to be

sure, but as more importantly the capacity to cope appropriately and more

or less independently with whatever comes along. Flexibility and coordination
are thus viewed as part of the very processes making it up at all levels.

.Testing the appropriateness of these two-contriant models for the

situation faced by the Army involves, first, identifying a series of measures

which may fairly operationalize the constructs contained in each step by

each model. Once this is done, and their adequacy tested, it requires

that the impact at each stage of each model be assessed by multivariate methods.

At present, it would be fair to say that the weight of available

eprclevidence sugisthat teCollaborative model might be the

5'. ~'better fit. However, few available studies have dealt specifically with

-5-- the Army and its world, and very few have been longitudinal.
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Therefore, the present study constitutes, in our view, a rather unique

opportunity to examine how well each of the models -- or conceivably a

synthesis of the two--fits anArmy situation.
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it 15.1 Measures and Procedures

Measures Employed

]Two different sets of information were used to test the contrasting models.

rThe first set consisted of questionnaire data from personnel in nearly-

250 companies, in 50 battalions, and multiple waves (time points of collection).

Since these measures are described elsewhere, no attempt will be made at this

V] point to describe them in detail.

The other set of data consisted of measures of unit effectiveness. At

the company level, effectiveness measures consisted of within-battalion

*ratings and rankings of those companies, weight ed by similar ratings andr * rankings of battalions within brigades. In addition, battalion scores

on more concrete measures (such as reenlistment rate, readiness, and the like)

were imputed to companies comprising them.

* naltic Methods

In general form, the analytic strategy consisted of working from
correlational analyses using single wave data at the individual respondent

level to a system of structural equation models at both the individual and

the company level, to a series of cross-wave analyses using more than one

wave of data. The decision to go no higher in aggregation than the level

of the company was made in light of findings (separately reported) from

the general linear analysis showing that, of all organizational levels, only

* the company appeared to contain large amounts of variance.

For convenience, the analysis can be viewed as falling into two distinct

parts. In the first of these, a set of eight major hypotheses reflecting

contrasting propositions of the Traditional and Collaborative models were

- tested. The method involved the examination of zero-order correlations and

* the comparison of first-order partial correlations with one another and with

* zero-order correlations.
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"From the results of 122 separate tests covering the eight hypotheses,

each of the two major models was assessed for its viability when applied to

Army settings.

'..• The second stage in the model testing portion of this project involved
the estimation of a series of structural equation models. Here, we relied on

the maximum likelihood method developed by Joreskog (1973) and made available

through LISREL IV (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1978).

At the simplest level, this method solves a series of, structural equations

among a set of "latent" variables which are made up of the variables which

are directly measured.

For example:

Y E]

F]
[At::
[B X

[C.

Z G]

H]'p...'

A through H are a set of measured variables, represented in this study

by the set of indexes and items summarized elsewhere. X, Y, and Z are a set

of more general, underlying variables which are defined by groups of these

indexes and items. The arrows indicate that in this example, we are examining

the hypothesis that X (made up of A, B and C) is the cause of both Y (made

up of D, E and F), and Z (made up of G and H).

The criterion for evaluating a model of this sort is how well it summarizes,

or fits tho. actual data. The actual data in this case are a matrix of correla-

tions between all of the indexes or observed measures. The question then

becomes: how good a job does this model do of estimating the actual correlations
p.

a%."

'p.
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between the observed measures? If the estimated correlations are close to the

actual correlations, then the proposed model can be judged to be a good

description o f the relationships present among a large number of variables.

The program generates two pieces of information which are helpful in

evaluating the "fit" of a model and comparing the "fits" of a number of,
models. The first of these is an overall measure (chi-square/degrees of

freedom), which is based on the difference between the actual and predicted

relationship between the measures, and the number of cases, divided by the
number of degrees of freedom in the irodel.

The second piece of information to which we will refer in evaluating the

V.. series of models which we have estimated is the matrix of residuals.

V. A residual is the difference between the actual and predicted relationship

between each pair of variables. If the residual is low, it indicates that

the model has allowed for an accurate estimate of that particular r elationship.

If a particular residual is high, the model has done a poor job of estimating

the relationship between those two variables. Referring to the example above,
if there was a very strong relationship between observed dependent variables

3 E and G that was unrelated to X, the resulting residual between these two

measures Would be very high, indicating that the model had done a poor job

of representing the relationship between the two.

o-:. Despite the initial complexity of this method, it quickly becomes apparent

Wthat it is a powerful tool for summarizing and evaluating the relationships
between a large number of variables in relation to a theoretical model.

The interest and attention which this method has generated in recent years
indicates that it is a highly promising approach to the problems which the

present research poses.

This structural equation modeling method will be applied, first, to

relationships among measures at the individual respondent level. Major
models and potentially more satisfactory alternatives will be tested.

An analogous procedure will then be extended to measures at the company level,

and then to the inclusion of "hard" effectiveness as well as survey measures.
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5.2 Results

Correlational Tests of Traditional Versus

Collaborative Models

The first analyses consisted of tests, at the individual respondent level,

of a series of hypotheses implicit in the two models. Eight such hypotheses,

"each placed in the form of contriant statements, were implicit in the models

as outlined above. For each statement, both verbal and partial or zero-order

correlational forms are presented. The specific tests conducted for each

hypothesis are presented in Table 7.

Hypothesis I

Traditional Model: Unit effectiveness comes from group
loyalty through obedience.

N UE,GL.OB=0
SUE,OB.GL>O

Collaborative Model: Unit effectiveness and obedience are
coordinate outcomes of group loyalty.

UE,GL.OB>O
UE,OB.GL=O

Hypothesis II

STraditional Model: Unit effectiveness comes from group

loyalty through discipline.

UE,D.GL>O
"UE,GL.D=O

Collaborative Model: Unit effectiveness and discipline are
coordinate outcomes of group loyalty.

UE,D.GL=O
UE,GL.D>O

Hypothesis III

"Traditional Model: Leadership leads to group loyalty through
discipline.

L,GL.D=O

Collaborative Model: Leadership leads to group loyalty
directly.

"-V L,GL.D>O

S.'.
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Hypothesis IV

" Traditional Model: Ascribed influence leads to'discipline.

LASSD=positive

Collaborative Model: Ascribed influence detracts from
• "discipline.

LAS O=negative

Hypothesis V

"" Traditional Model: Ascribed influence is compatible with

•. effective leadership.

LAS'L=positive

L,GL.LAS.:LGL

Collaborative Model: Ascribed influence is incompatible with
effective leadership.

LAS',L=negative

* L ,GL.LAs>L,GL

m Hypothesis VI

Traditional Model: Incremental influence is compatible with
ascribed influence.

LIN',LAS=Positive

LIN'GL.LAsLIN'GL

Collaborative Model: Incremental influence is incompatible
with ascribed infT'uence.

LIN',LASOnegative
LINGL.LAs>LINGL

., Hypothesis VII

Traditional Model: A hierarchical orientation is associated

with effective leadership.

"HO,L=positive

Collaborative Model: A hierarchical orientation'is associated
with ineffective leadership.

HO,L=negative

iiI I I
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Hypothesis VIII

Traditional Model! An organizational climate which emphasizes
standards enforcement contributes more to unit effectiveness
than does one which emphasizes collaborative interpersonal

Z processes.

SE,UE=positive
SE,UE>CL,UE
SE,UE>CL,UE

Collaborative Model: An organizational climate which emphasizes
collaborative interpersonal processes contributes more to
unit effectiveness than does one which emphasizes standards
enforcement.

SE,UE=negative
SE,UE<CL ,UE
SE,UE<CL,UE

Multiple measures (indexes or items) of many of these constructs were

contained in the survey. Table 6 indicates the measures for each construct

and their composition.

Results for Hypothesis I

The first hypothesis begins at the end of what the models consider to
be the causal stream, namely the immediate precursors of unit effectiveness.

6.1.
In this first analysis, questionnaire surrogate measures of effectiveness

were employed as the criteria. The first of these, the Unit Effectiveness

Index (UEI), was a four-item index asking respondents to assess the respect
with which their unit was regarded on the post, the overall effectiveness

A of the unit, its effectiveness compared to other units in which they had

served, and the amount of improvements needed to make it maximally effective.
The second measure was a single item asking Reenlistment Intention (RI).

The substantive issue in question was whether effectiveness thus measured

0o3 stems more from group loyalty, with obedience as a coordinate outcome of

of that loyalty, or from obedience itself. With two effectiveness measures and

four measures of group loyalty, there were eight tests of these contrasting
propositions. (See Table 1.)

o.

9.o
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- TABLE 7

HYPOTHESES AND TESTS

Hypothesis I

(8 Tests) (1a) UEI,GLI.WDI=O versus UEI,WDI.GLI>O
(lb) UEI,WDI.GLI>O versus UEI,GLI.WDI=O

(2a) RI,GLI.WDI=O versus RI,WDI.GLI>O
(2b) RI,WDI.DLI>O versus RI,GLI.WDI=0

(3a) UEI,LO.WDI=O versus UEI,WDI.1.O>O
*(3b) UEI,WDI.LO>O versus UEI,LO.WDI=O

*(4a) RI,LO.WDI=O versus RI,WDI.LO>Ou(4b) RI,WDI.LO,,O versus RI,LO.WDI=O
(5a) UEI,AU.WDI=O versus UEI,WDI.AU>O
(5b) UEI,WDI.AU>O versus UEI,AU.WDI=O

* .(6a) RI,AU.W-DI=O versus RI,WDI.AU>Q
(6b) RI,WDI.AU>O versus RI,AU.WDI=O

(7a) UEI,UI.WDI=O versus UEI,WDI.UI>O
(7b) UEI,WDI.UI>O versus UEI,UI.WDI=O

(8a) RI,UI.WDI=O versus RI,WDI.UI>O
*(8b) RI,WDI.UI>O versus RI,UI.WDI=O

Hypothesis II

(16 Tests) (1a) UEI,DI.GLI>O versus UEI,GLI.D10O
(ib) UEI,GLI.DI=O versus UEI,DI.GLI>O

(2a) RI,DI.GLI>0 versus RI,GLI.010O
(2b) RI,GLI.DI=O versus RI,DI.GLI>O

(3a) UEI,SD.GLI>O versus UEI,GLI.SD=O
-*(3b) UEI,GLI.SD=O versus IJEI,SD.GLI>O

(4a) RI,SD.GLI>O versus RI,GLI.SD=O
(4b) RI,GLI.SD=O versus RI,SD.GLI>O

(5a) UEI,DI.LO>O versus UEI,LO.DI=O
* ~.(5b) UEI,LO.DI=O versus UEI,DI.LO>O

(6a) RI,DI.LO>O versus RI,LO.DI=O
(6b) RI,LO.DI=O versus RI,DI.LO>O

(7a) UEI,SD.LO>O versus UEI,LO.SD=O
(7b) UEI,LO.SD=O versus UEI,SD.LO>O

(8a) RI,SD.LO>O versus RI,LO.SD=O
(8b) RI,LO.SD=O versus RI,SD.LO>O

(9a) UEI,DI.AU>O versus UEI,AU.DI=O
(9b) UEI,AU.DI=O versus UEI,DI.AU>O

(10a) RI,DI.AU>O versus RI,AU.D10O
(l0b) RI,AU.DI=O versus RI,DI.AU>O
(11a) UEI,SD.AU>O versus UEI,AU.SD=O
(11b) UEI,AU.SD=O versus UEI,SD.AU>O



5-26

TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis II
*(Continued) (12a) RI,SD.AU>Q versus RI,AU.SDQ0

(12b) RI,AU.'SD=O versus RI,SD.AU>O
(13a) UEI,DI.UI>O versus UEI,UI.DI=Q
(13b) UEI,UI'.DI=O versus UEI,DI.UI>O

I(14a) RIDI.UI>O versus RI,UI.DI=O
(14b) RI,UI.DI=O versus RI,DI.UI>O
(15a) UEI,SD.UI>O versus UEI,UI.SD=O
(15b) UEI,UI.SD=O'versus UEI,SD.UI>'O
(16a) RI.SD.UI>O versus RI,UI.SD=0

(16b) RI,UI.SD=O versus RI,SD.UI>O

Hypothesis III

I(40 Tests) (1) L A'GLI.D=O versus L A`GLI.D>O

(2) LBGLI.D=O versus LB)GLI.D>O
(3) LASGLI.D=O versus GLI,D.LAS>GL,D

*(4) L IN, GLI.D=O versus GLI,D.L IN <GL,O

(5) LA)GLI.SD=O versus LAGLI.SD>O

*(6) L BIGLI.SD=O versus L B9GLI.SD>O

(7) LASGLI.SD=O versus GLI,SD.LAS>GL,SD

(8) LINGLI.SD=O versus GLI,SD.LINGLISD

(9) LAILO.D=O versus L AsLO.D>O

(10) L83L0.D=O versus LBLO..D>O
(1B LABOIO essLDLSL.

(12) L ~LO.D=O versus LO,D.LIN<LO,D

(15) LASLO.SD=O versus LOISD.LAS>LO,SD
(1) IN'L.S~ vruLOS.IN<OS

(17) LAA.SD=0 versus LAAU.SD>0

(18) LAU.SD=O versus LBAU.SD>O

(1) ASAU.SD=O versus LO,SD.LS>AU,SD

(20) L IN'AU.SD=O versus AU,SD.L IN<A,SD

(217) L AsAU.SD=0 versus L A'AU.SD>0
(23) L B'AU.SD=0 versus L B'AU.SD>O
(19) LAS' AU.SD=0 versus AU,SD.L AS >AU.SD

/ ~ (24) L NAU.SD=0 versus AU,SD.LIN<AU,Sf
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Hypothesis III

(Continued) (25) LAI'UI.D=O versus L AtUI.D>O
(26) LB.UI.D=O versus L8,UI.D>0
(27) LASUI.D=O versus UI,D.LAS>UI,D

(28) L IN' UI.D=O versus UI,D.L IN <UI,D

rn(29) LAUI.SD=0 versus LA UI.SD>O
(30) L8,UI.SD=O versus LB,UI.SD>O

K(31) LASUI.SD=O versus U1,SD.L s>UIlSD

(32) LINUI.SD=O versus UI,SD.L NUISD

*(33) LI,GLI.D=O versus LI,GLI.D>O

(34) LIGLI.SD=0 versus GLI,SD.LI>GL,SD

(35) LI,LO.D=0 versus L0,D.LI>L0,D

(36), LI,LO.SD=0 versus LO,SD.LI>LO,SD

(37) LI,AU.D=0 versus AU,D.LI>AUD

(38) LI,AtJ.SD=0 versus AU,SD.LI>AU,SD

4(39) LI,~UI.D0O versus UI,D.LI>UI,D

I(40) LI,UI.SD=0 versus UI,SD.LI>UI,SO

Hypothesis IV

*(4 Tests) (1) LAS' D=positive versus LAS D~negative

(2) LAS9 SD~positive versus LAS' SD=neqative

(3) LI,Dzpositive versus LI,D=negative

(4) LI,SDzpositive versus LI,SD=negative

Hypothesis V

(20 Tests) (1) LASLA=Posi tive versu3 l.AS,LA=neqative
() LASL B=Positivc versus LA =ngtv

(3) LAIGLI.L AS;LAGLI versus L A'GLI.L AS >L A'GLI

(4) LBIGLI.L ~BGLI versus LBGLI.LAS>LB,GLI
(5) LALO.LA~AL vru LAOLS>LALO

(6) B.L .S:LALB O versus LB9 LO.LAS>LA'L

(8) LBSAU.LA LB.O versus LBAU.LAS>LBAU

() L A.U.LAS A~U versus L AUI.LA>L AUI

AsAFýAA SA

(8 BA. FA vru ,A. LA

(9 'LA ' vru L A.LBU

As A4LU /9. ASA
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis V

(Continued)' (10) LBIUI.LA~BU versus LB.UI.LAS>LrUI
(11) LI, A~pSitive ves s LIL=eASi

(12) LI,LA=positive versus LI,L A=negative

(13) LAC1LI.LI<LAs GLI versus L A'GLI.LI>LAT GLI

(14) LBGLI.LI<BGLI versus L8,,GLI.LI>L8,GLI
*(15) LA' LO.LI<LAsLO versus L AsLO.LI>LA, LO

(16) LB.LQ.LI<LB LO versus LB LO.LI>LBLO
* (17) LAAU.LI<LA)AU versus LA.AU.LI>LAU

P (8 LBAU.L<L B' AU versus L B 9AU.LI>LB' AU

(19) LA9UI.LI<LA" UI versus L A'UI.LI>LA UI
-. (20) LB,UI.LI<B,IUI versus LB UI.LI>LB UJ

B' B
Pypothesis VI

(10 Tests) (1) L IA~oiievru ~~LSIo~tv
(2) LIN' GLI.LASILINGLI versus L NGLI.LAS>LN)GLI

(3) LIN'LO.L ASLIN Ll versus L IN' LO.LAS>L IN'LO

(4) IN.SU.LASILIN AU versus L IN&AUAS>flA
*(5) LIrNPUI.LAS,ýL INUI versus L IN'UI.LAS>LINUI

(6) LIN.LI=positive versus LIN'Li=negative
5(7) LIN.GLI,LI<L IN' CLI versus L INOGLI.LI>LIN? GLI

(8) L NLO.LIjL INL0 versus L NLO.LI>LINL

(9) LIN.AU.LI<I.INAU versus LINA.ILNA

(10) LINU.ILNU versus L NLILI>LINU

Hypothesis VII

(10 Tests) (1) MSLApoiievruMSLSoste
j 2 TAS=Positive versus TXL AS=Positive

* ~~~~~(3) MS,L~pstv vessMSL=egt
- () SL=Positive versus MS,L A=nega tive

(5) TX,LA ostive versus MX,L=ngte
p (6) TX.L~~=Positv vess XL=negative

(7) MSL =Posi tive versus MSL 1 =negative

(6) TX,LIN=posi tive versus TXL B=negative
(7 SL=Ps ievessM,

~~~~~~I IN : *: .c $: ega* .:ti . .. K*
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED

Hypothesis VII

(Continued) (9) MSLI=Positive versus MS,LI positive

(10) TX,LI=positive versus TX,LI=positive

* rHypothesis VIII

(14 Tests) (1) SE,UEI=positive versus SE,UEI=negative

(2) SE,RI=positive versus SE,RI=negative

(3) SE,UEI>GL1,UEI versus SE,UEI<GLI,UEI

(4) SF,RI>GLI,RI versus SE,RI<GLI,RI

(5) S.,UEI>LO,UEI versus SE,UEI<LO,UEI

(6)1 SE,RI>LO,RI versus SE,RI<LO,RI

(7) SE,UEI>AU,UEI versus SE,UEI<AU,UEI

(8) SE,RI>AU,RI versus SE,RI<AU,RI

(9) SE,UEI>UI,UEI versus SE,UEI<UI,UEI

(10) SE,RI>UI,RI versus SE,RI<UI,RI

(11) SE,UEI>CLA' UEI versus SE,UEI<CLA9 UEI

(12) SE,UE!>CLB.UEI versiis SE,UEI<CLBUEI
(13)% BER>CAR vessS, CBR

(14) SE,RI>CLBRI versus SE,RI<CLB,RI

'0Z
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The results, shown in Table 8, indicated a quite mixed pattern. Four

-of the tests supported the Collaborative model; three supported the Traditional

model; and one supported both models. Taken collectively, they indicate

* the following:

* There is variance shared between obedience (measured by
a four-item index of willingness to deploy) and reenlistment
intention,.over and-above that stemming from group loyalty.

* There is variance shared between obedience and unit effective-
ness, over and above that stemming from group loyalty.

* There is variance shared between group loyalty and either
* unit effectiveness or reenlistment intention, over and above

that shared with obedience.

Z~. On this hypothesis, therefore, the results suggest that neither the
Traditional 7r the Collaborative models is strictly correct. While they

may share some impactful effect, both group loyalty and obedience are

independentiy related to effectivenss.

Results for Hypothesis 11

* The second hypothesis is similar to the first, but deals with the effect

and role of discipline, instead of obedience. The Traditional model holds

* that discipline is instrumen-tal to any connection between group loyalty and

effectiveness, whereas the Collaborative model sees both effectiveness and

discipline as coordinate outcomes of group loyalty.

Since, in this instance, there were two measures of discipline instead

of one -- the Discipline Index and a separate single-item measures, there

were 16 tests instead of eight. Again from Table 8, it is apparent that the

Collaborative model was largely substantiated. Twelve cf the tests

upheld that view, whereas two tests sustained neither model. Only two

substantiated the Traditional model, and these, like those supporting neither
model, were concerned with one measure of group loyalty -- Army/Unit Reference

-01 Group (AU) -- which may be a more remote or peculiar indicator.

The conclusion with regard to this hypothesis, therefore, is that

discipline and effectiveness are coordinate outcomes of cohesive groups, as

74- the Collaborative model would suggest.
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TABLE 8

* RESULTS OF HYPOTHESIS TESTS

Hypothesis I Test Result Model Supported

(la) .36

(Ib) .30 Collaborative
*(2a) -.10

*(2b) -. 27 Traditional

(3a) .48

(3b) .28 Collaborative
*(4a) -. 41

"*(4b) .12 Collaborative
'p.

(5a) .10

"(5b) .06 Collaborative
*(6a) -. 06

"*(6b) -. 29 Traditional

"(7a) .32

(7b) .29 loth
S*(8a) -. 16

* *(8b) -. 25 Traditional

Hypothesis II (la) .11

(lb) .38 Collaborative
*(2a) -. 06

"*(2b) -. 14 Collaborative

(3a) .23

(3b) .35 Coilaborative
* *(4a) -. 04

"*"(4b) -.14 Collaborative

(5a) .13

(5b) .54 Collaborative
*(6a) -. 02

Z4 *(6b) -. 47 Collaborative

"(7a) .23

(7b) .52 Collaborative

"*(8a) .03

"*(8b) -. 48 Collaborative
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TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis II Test Result Model Supported(Continued) (9a) .19

(9b) .13 Traditional
"*(lOa) -. 09

*(lOb) -. 08 Neither

"0(a) .31

(lb) .12 Traditional
*( 12a) -. 08

*(12b) -. 08 Neither

(13a) .i4

(13b) .35 Collaborative
"*(14a) -. 06

*(14b) -. 21 Collaborative

(15a) .24

.- (15b) .32 Collaborative
*(16a) -. 03

"*(16b) -. 21 Collaborative

Hypothesis III (1) .38 Collaborative
"*(2) -. 21 Collaborative.°o..

(3) .08;.25>.08 Collaborative
(4) .30;.21<.25 Collaborative

m (5) .36 Col la bora ti ve
*(6) -. 21 Collaborative

(7) .03;.27>.18 Both

(8) .28;.20<.28 Collaborative
(9) .55 Collaborative

*•l0) -. 44 Collaborative

(11) .02;.01<.16 Traditional

(,2) .40;.10<.16 Collaborative

3) .53 Collaborative
"*(l0) -. 43 Collaborative

0(1) -. 02;.24=.24 Traditional

(01) .37;.14<.24 Collaborative

(17) .11 Traditional

*(18) -.06 Traditional

.. J.
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TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis III Test Result Model Supported; 2• (Continued)•
(nnd(19) .03;.06z.06, Traditional

(20) .I1;.04<.06 Collaborative

(21) .10 Traditional
*(22) -. 05 Traditional

• (23) .02 Traditional

.I (24) .10;.04<.07 Collaborative

(25) .24 Collaborative
*(26) -. 19 Collaborative

(27) .09;.'8=.18 Traditional

(28) .42;.12<.18 Collaborative

(29) .21 Collaborative
*(30) -. 18 Collaborative

(31) .04;.26<.27 Traditional

/ •.• (32) .39;.17<.27 Collaborative

"(33) .31 Collaborative

(34) .27;.17<.28 Both

(35) .35;.10<.16 Both
S(36) .31;.11<.24 Both(37) •09;.04<.06 Traditional

m (38) .08;.03<.07 Traditional

(39) .36;.12<.18 Both

(40) .32;.14<.27 Both

"Hypothesis IV (1) .01 Neither

(2) .04 Neither

:. ~;(3) .20 Traditional

(4) .38 Traditional

vl4J

*.;a'
4e ,

t -w
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TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis V Test Result Model Supported

(1) .02 Neither
" *(2) .08 Traditional

(3) .40;.40 Traditional
*(4) -. 24;-.23 Traditional

(5) .56;.56 Traditional
*(6) -. 45;-.45 Traditional

(7) .12;.12 Traditional

m *(8) -. 06;-.06 Traditional

(9) .26;.26 Traditional

*(10) .ll;-.21 Traditional

(11) .38 Traditional
*(12) -. 29 Traditional

(13) .31<.40 Traditional
*(14) -. 15<-.23 Traditional

(15) .49<.56 Traditional
*(16) -. 38<.45 Traditional

(17) .08<.12 Traditional
"*(18) -. 03<-.06 Traditional

(19) .13<.26 Traditional
*(20) -. 11<-.2' Traditional

Hypothesis VI (1) .10 Traditional

(2) .33;.33 Traditional

(3) .41;.41 Traditional

(4) .12;.12 Traditional
(5) .44;.44 Traditional

(6) .48 Traditional

(7) .20<.33 Traditional

(8) .29<.41 Traditional

(9) .08<.12 Traditional

(10) .32<.44 Traditional
S1

• •i

.QI
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TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Hypothesis VII Test Result Model Supported

(1) .07 Neither

(2) .10 Both

(3) .45 Traditional
*(4) -. 34 Traditional

(5) .29 Traditional
*(6) -. 17 Traditional

(7) .43 Traditional

(8) .22 Traditional

(9) .43 Both

"(10) .10 Both

Hypothesis VIII (1) .34 Traditional

(2) -. 08 Neither

. (3) .34;.41 Collaborative

'-' *(4) -. 08;-.16 Collaborative

(5) .34;.56 Collaborative

*(6) -. 08;-.48 Collaborative

(7) .34;.14 Traditional
*(8) -. 08;-.09 Neither

(9) .34;.38 Collaborative

"*(lO) -. 08;-.23 Collaborative

(11) .34;.59 Collaborative

(12) .34;-.18 Traditional
(13) -. 08;-.34 Collaborative
(14) -. 08;-.12 Collaborative

*One measure contains a reverse scale and relationships are therefore
expected to be negative.

*<.
S.. -.- * *.. . .. .. . ..
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Results for Hypothesis III

This hypothesis concerns the role, if any, played by discipline in the

connection between leadership and group loyalty. The Traditional model

holds that discipline is instrumental to the connection between leadership

and group loyalty, whereas the Collaborative model holds that it is not.

3 In this instance, there were five measures of leadership: Leadership

Index A (LA), Leadership Index B (L8) Incremental Influence Index (LN)

Ascribed Influence Index (L AS ), and Legitimate Influence (L ). 'The first of

these, Leadership Index A, is primarily concerned with supervisory behavior

of an interpersonally supportive and motivating kind, whereas the second,

Leadership Index B, is more concerned with teamwork facilitative behavior -

behavior which initiates structure. The remaining measures concerned the

influence base which the supervisor employs, whether it was incremental

(based upon referent and expert forms of influence), ascribed (based upon the

use of reward and/or punishment), or legitimate (based upon respect for

authority). Since there were as before, four measures of group loyalty and

two measures of discipline, there were 40 separate tests of this hypothesis.

N Once more the results are presented in Table 8. They show that the

- . Collaborative model was largely confirmed. Twenty-two of the 40 tests

* . sustained that model, whereas 12 supported the Traditional, and two supported

* both models. An examination of the tests which supported the Traditional model

show, in this instance as before, that many of them (eight of the 12) were

ON concerned with the more questionable index of group loyalty, Army/Unit Reference

Group. The remaining four were all concerned with ascribed influence.

As the Traditional model suggests, partialling discipline out of the relationship

% ~between ascribed influence and group loyalty produced a coefficient that-was-

for all intents and purposes, zero. Con~trary to what the Collaborative model

suggests, removing ascribed influence from the relationship between leadership

and group loyalty did not enhance that relationship. It would appear,

therefore, that ascribed influence has little impact, either positive or

negative. Although this is contrary to the assumptions made by both models,

it would appear to be a more serious problem for the Traditional view.

P- .
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The findings for those tests which in part supported both models are

*equally interesting. They indicated that, while discipline was not an
ýinstrumental factor between the exercise of legitimate influence and group

loyalty, group loyalty was not incompatible with the exercise of such influence.

In this instance, the difficulty would appear to be greater for a Collaborative

model strictly stated.

*The conclusions concerning this hypothesis are that (a) leadership

* -leads directl~y to group loyalty, as the Collaborative model suggests, not

through discipline, (b) reliance upon ability to reward and punish has little

or no usefulness in relation to group loyalty, and (c) respect for authority

is not in compatible with the leadership and group loyalty components of the

Collaborative model.

Results for Hypothesis IV

* This hypothesis is concerned once more with ascribed and legitimate

supervisory influence bases, in this case their relationship to discipline.

The Traditional model suggests that exercising influence of these kinds leads

to discipline, whereas the Collaborative model suggests that it detracts

from discipline.

In this instance, two measures of influence and two measures of discipline

were involved, for a total of four tests. As the data in Table 8 indicate,

two of the tests confirmed the Traditional model, while two confirmed neither

that nor a Collaborative model.

Consistent with the Traditional model, and contrary to the prediction

of a Collaborative model, the exercise of legitimate influence (i.e., the

use of respect for authority) contributed to discipline. However, ascribed

influence of a reward and punishment kind had little or no relationship to

* -: discipline. It neither enhanced that discipline, as the Traditional model

would suggest, nor did it detract.

0:
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Results for H"pothesis V

This hypothesis concerns ti'e relationship between ascribed or legitimate

influence and other aspects of leadershiD in their effect upon group loyalty.

Perhaps the stronge'- statement comes from the Collaborative model, which

holds that exercising influence from these bases will be detrimental to

LIleadership's building'of group loyalty. The Traditional model, on the other

hand, predicts that no such incompatibility will occur.

Results from 20 tests of this hypothesis are presented in Table 8. All

but one confirmed the Traditional model's position. The remaining test

~TJ supported neither position. Closer examination suggests that these results

*are not inconsistent with those obtained in tests of hypotheses III and IV.

Since ascribed influence of a reward and punishment kind had little impact

*at all upon group loyalty, removing it did not affect the connection between

leadership and that loyalty.

Similarly, the use of legitimate influence was consistent both with

* leadership of other forms and with the building of group loyalty. Contrary

to the Collaborative model's prediction, therefore, removing it from the

connection between those other two characteristics damaged that connection.

Results for Hypothesis VI

The sixth hypothesis concerns the relationship between the use of

incremet.tal influence on the one hand and the use of ascribed or legitimate

influence on the other. The Traditional modol holds that the relationship

will be positive, such that controlling for it will reduce the relationship

between incremental influence and group loyalty. The'Collaborative model,n

by contrast, holds that the relationship between these influence forms will

be negative and that controlling for its effect will increase the relationship

between incremental influence and group loyalty.

From Table 8, it can be seen that all 10 tests confirmed the Traditional

model. The relationship between ascribed influence of a reward and punishment
kind and incremental influence was not negative, although it was also not

strongly positive. Since, as we have seen earlier, ascribed influence had

little effect at a'il, removing it d',d not affect the relationship of incremental
influence to group loyalty.
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The relationship of legitimate to incremental influence was strongly

positive, on the other hand. Removing it did substantially affect the
relationship of incremental influence to group loyalty.

Results for Hypothesis VII

This hypothesis is concerned with the connection between a hierarchical

P orientation and effective leadership. The Traditional model assumes a positive

relationship, whereas the Collaborative model assumes that the relationship

will be negative.

Two measures of hierarchical orientation were employed: a Military

Sentiment Index (MS) which measured faith in the Army as an institution and

in its top leaders, and a Theory X Index (TX) which measured endorsement of

more directive practices.

Five measures of leadership were employed, yielding 10 tests of the

hypothesis. As the results in Table 8 indicate, six of the tests sustained

the Traditional viewpoint; three tests sustained both the Traditional and
Collaborative positions; and one test sustained neither view.

The six tests confirming the Traditional model concerned the relationship

4' between the two measures of hierarchical orientation and three leadership

measures: Leadership Index A, Leadership Index B, and Incremental Influence.

In all of these instances, high scores on Military Sentiment and Theory X
were consistent with perceptions of effective leadership.

(V One of the tests confirming both models did so because the prediction

of both models is the same, namely that a high score on Military Sentiment

will be consistent with the use of legitimate influence. In the test, this

was found to be true.

Another test confirming both models was similar, that a high score on

Theory X would be consistent with the use of ascribed influence of a reward

and punishment kind. While the relationship was small in size, the data

indicated that it was positive.

The third test confirming both supported a positive connection between
Theory X and the use of legitimate influence, once more a connection hypo-

thesized by both models.
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The test confirming neither model concerned a hypothesized positive

connection between Military Sentiment and the use of ascribed influence.

While the relationship was positive, it was too low to be taken as a clear

indicator of support.

The conclusion, therefore, is that, contrary to the prediction of the

Collaborative model, a hierarchical orientation is not inconsistent with

-~ effective leadership practices and experiences.

Results for Hypothesis VIII

* This hypothesis concerns the type of organizational climate most conducive

C. to unit effectiveness. The Traditional model stresses the importance of clear

and enforced standards and holds that an organizational climate which does so

*will contrhibte more to unit effectiveness than one which emphasizes colla-

borative interpersonal processes. The Collaborative model, of course,

* .- hypothesizes the reverse.

The results, contained in Table 8, on the whole supported the Collaborative

position. Of the 14 tests, nine confirmed that view, whereas three supported

a Traditional model. Two tests confirmed neither position.

In more descriptive terms, having clearly enforced standards was consis-

*tent with effectiveness as measured by the Unit Effectiveness Index (UEI), but
it had little impact one way or another upon Reenlistment Intention (RI).

* Beyond this, there would appear to be a stronger relationship between a

collaborative organizational climate and group loyalty on the one hand and

effectiveness (however measured) on the other, th~in between en~orcement of

standards and effectiveness.

Summary of Results for Correlational Tests

The results of the 122 correlational tests of various aspects of the eight

* major hypotheses suggested that neither the Traditional model nor the Colla-

borative model are completely accurate when applied to .^>my settings, Instead,

portions of each appear to h?',e been verified.

P
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The Traditional model's propositions tnat obedience~is important to unit

effectiveness, that respect for authority is an important influence base

for supervisory leadership, and that having clear and enforced standards is

important for unit effectiveness were essentially verified. On the other

-~ hand, obedience did not appear to be an essential mediator between group

loyalty and unit effectiveness. Instead, group loyalty appeared to have its

own substantial impact upon effectiveness.

Other aspects of the Traditional model also appear to have been discon-

firmed. Discipline was found to come from group loyalty, which in turn came

from leadership, rather than a sequence in wh~ich discipline came from leader-

ship and led to group loyalty.

Similarly, reliance upon reward and punishment was found, perhaps

surprisingly, to have little or- no effect upon either group loyalty or-
discipline.

Finally, the existence of a collaborative climate and of group loyalty

was found to have a stronger positive impact upon both unit effectiveness
and reenlistment intention than did the existence of clearly enforced standards.

The results might therefore point toward an integrated model in which

hiearchical orientation, clear standards, and respect for authority combine

with a collaborative climate and practices to produce group loyalty and,

m both directly and throuqh the latter, unit effectiveness. In the next portion
of thi s section, an integrated model of this type will be tested.

Ir I,

24
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5.3 Structural Equation Tests of Traditional, Collabora':ive

and Integrated Models

The second part of the model testing section of this report involved

"estimating a series of structural equation models. These models were
' - initially estimated on wave three, individual le'el data and then extended

n to wave 4. Since there were no actual performance data availabk at the

"individual level, this first seriss of models relied on a surrogate •erfor-
mance measure made up of unit effectiveness ratings (the UEI index) and

re-enlistment intentions (RI).

lhefirst pair of models estimated were direct approximations of the

"Traditional and Collaborative models as described earlier in this report.

"* The Traditional model is presented in Figure 4.

SFirst, a note on interpretation: the rectangles in this diagram

represent the indexes and items, described earlier, and thel circles represent

the general factors into which they cluster. The lines linking the rectangles
"to the circles indicate the factor loadings of each measureýon the general

n factor. The arrows between the circles represent the relat ions between the

clusters. These are of two types: betas -- indicated by the straight,

single-headed arrows, and correlations -- indicated by the curved, double-head

"arrows. Finally, the number in parentheses inside the circle is the amount

of unexplained variance in that factor.

A number of points are evident from this model. First!, the measure of
fit (chi-square/degrees of freedom) for this model is very loor. It is much

higher, as will be subsequently seen, than the remaining models.* Second,

this model explains about half of the variation in unit effectiveness anu

furthermore shows that discipline alone explains about one-quarter (.532)
. of the variation in unit effectiveness.

"Several of the measures in this model appear to be relatively unrelated

to the rest. Ascribed influence (LAS), for example, is only slightly

*Joreskog (1974) has warned that with large sample sizes such as exist in
the present instance, no model may fit the data. Thus, he suggests that

p research rely on the relative fit of different models. This is the strategy
which is erployed in the preseant study.

. .. .. .. % n . '. --• . o. . .• ' ' - - . . -- . . . "- • . - . -- . . -
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related to the general cluster*, as is the Army ~s-a-reference-unit measure

(AU). This indicates that these measures are generally poor predictors of

the outcomes considered here.

In general, the residuals from this analysis indicate that the Traditional

model does not account for the substantial effect which leadershi~p, incrementail

influence, respect for authority, loyalty to the group and to the orqanization,

and the personal influence of the unit commander have on unit effectiveness.

Military sentiment and participative climate (CLA) are also much more strongly

related to unit effectiveness than the Traditional model allows for.

The Collaborative model is presented in Figure 5. The most important

difference between this model and the Traditional model is that the Collabora-

tive model views disciplire, standards, obedience and effectiveness as

concurrent outcomes, all of which are closely related to group loyalty.

Ascribed influence has a direct effect on discipline, and hierarchical

orientation has a direct effect on unit effectiveness, but leadership and

incremental influence are seen as a result of the general climate, which

acts on the outcome variables through the medium of group loyalty. The fit

of this model is a substantial improvement over the Traditional model,

but some of the estimates are difficult to interpret and indicate that this

model is also a less than satisfactory representation of the orginal data.

These estimates do, however, show the strong effect which organizational

climate has on leadership and the strong effect which leadership has on

group loyalty. The apparent lack of a relationship and between incremental

influence and group loyalty, seems to be a statistical artifact, rather than

an accurate description, as does the over-inflated estimate of the two

predictors of unit effectiveness. This appears to stem once again from a

wide discrepancy in the factor loadings on the measures involved. Despite

these problems, it can be clearly seen that both group loydlty and hierarchical

orientation have a direct influence on unit effectiveness.

'Besides indicating that LAS has little predictive power, this situation
creates a statistical problem. The LISREL algorithm, in this situation,
tends to continue iterating until it arrives at an artificially large
beta coefficient. Although this occasionally generates some awkward
estimates, the measuring in this case is clear: legitimate influence (LI)
is a fairly good predictor of discipline while ascribed influence is
fairly irrelevant.
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It is worth noting that ascribed influence (LAS) and Army-as-a-reference-

group (AU) appear to have a marginal impact in this model as well as in the

Traditional model. Legitimate influence (LI), appears to have a sub-

stantial i.npact on discipline, however.

The residuils for this model are generally much lower than for the

Traditional model. However, they do indicate that the Collaborative model

as phrased here does not take into account the direct effect which ascribed

influence and leadership have on standards. Secondly, the group loyalty

index itself is more closely related to both discipline and standards than

the model allows for by grouping it with the other components of that cluster.

Finally, viewing discipline, standards, obedience and unit effectiveness

as concurrent outcomes primarily influenced by group loyalty, appears to

underestimate the strength of the relationships between standards and unit

effectiveness.

The Revised Model

Neither of the two theoretically-based models summarized above provided

an adequate representation of the data. More extensive multi-dimensional

scaling suggested that several of the clusters should be changed.*

1; The standards of discipline item (SD) should be in the same cluster
as standards enforcement (SE).

Id

2. Military sentiment (MS) -- a measure of trusting and believing in
leaders, is closely related to other measures of collaboration.

3. SLA and SLB, and CLA and CLB separate, not on climate or leadership
but rather on support, participation and collaboration (SLA & CLA)
versus structure, organization, coordination and bureaucracy (SLB &
CLB). For this reason, SLA and CLA became part of the collaboration
cluster, while SLB anc CLB became part of the structure cluster.

4. AU, LAS, and LI were closest to TX, the one measure remaining in
the hierarchical orientation cluster. These four were grouped
into one cluster despite the fact that AU and LAS were only weakly
related.

5. The two measures of unit effectiveness, re-enlistment intention
(RI) and UEI were separated.

*This stage of the analysis relied on smallest-space analysis (MINISSA)
(Guttmdn, 1968; Lingoes, 1973) procrustean individual differences scaling
(PINDIS) Lingoes & Borg, 1976), which was used to compare data structure
across waves and then approximate a qeneral data structure for the two waves.
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It also seemed clear at this stage of multi-dimensional scaling that

discipline, standards, obedience and unit effectiveness were all concurrent

outcomes,* most closely related to group loyalty and other measures of

collaboration.

With these changes in mind, a number of alternative models were estimated.

The most suitable model, both in terms of fit and interpretability is presented

.below in Figure 6.

This revised model fitted the data better than either the Traditional

or the Collaborative model. It was also simpler and easier to interpret.

This model implies that collaboration is a result of the individual's

hierarchical orientation and the organizational structure within which

persons work and live. Collaboration was the best predictor of the outcome,
variables and accounted for most of the variation which the outcomes shared

with the hierarchical orientation and structure clusters. If, for example,

discipline and hierarchical orientation had had a lot in commnon with each

other which was not also commuion to collaboration, then this model would

have fitted poorly.

It is apparent from the model that collaboration was a good predictor of

both standards and unit effectiveness, and a slightly less effective predictor

of obedience and re-enlistment intentions. It was also a moderately good
predictor of discipline. Hierarchical orientation appeared to provide a

basis for collaboration, while work organization and structure also influerced

collaboration.

The residuals for this model were generally very small. One pattern,
however, does emerge. Respect for authority and ascribed influence had a
more direct relation to the maintenance of standards than the model would

have suggested. Group loyalty also appeared to have a more direct relation-
ship to both standards enforcement and discipline than this model allowed for.

A separate series of models estimated the direct effect of hierarchical
orientation, collaboration and structure, both separately and in combination,
on this same set of outcome variables. The reiults are not presented here,

but can be briefly sunmmarized and add to the understanding of the series of
relationships included in Figure £.Hierarchical orientation had it',

*Several exceptions to this point are noted later in this section.
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greatest effect on discipline and standards, very little effect on obedience

and small influence on unit effectiveness. Structure's greatest impact

seemed to be on unit effectiveness, whilecollaboration had its strongest

impact on obedience and unit effectiveness.

Company Level Analyses

The analyses up to this point were conducted with data from individuals.

The remaining tests were conducted using cmmo.any level data. Several additional

measures were available at the company level. Included were ratings and

rankings by the company commander. These measures were also included in a

form weighted by the ratings and rankings of the Battalion commanders, ADC's,

and Commanding Generals. Actual record data from the battalion level were

also imputed to their constitutent companies.

The first model in this series was the same as the revised model I:

presented earlier in Figure 6, but estimated using company data. This

model is presented in Figure 7.

This model presented a picture similar to the individual level model.

One important difference should be noted. The effect of work organization

and structure was much greater at the company level than it had been at

the individual level. The effect of hierarchical orientation was also

substantially higher. The implication is clear that worK organization and

structure have a greater impact on collaboration at the 7ompany level. V

The residuals for this model indicated a reasonable fit. Relationships

which the model did not fully account for include the effect of group

loyalty on standards and the effect of standards on unit effectiveness.

One other point emerges from the residuals: re-enlistment intentions were

more closely related to the Army-as-a-reference-group (AU) index and to

ascribed influence than the model allowed for.

Several other differences between this model and the individual level

model are not readily apparent, but are worth noting: even though the

collaboration cluster was still the best predictor of outcomes, different

components of that cluster accounted for that relationship at the company

level. Most importantly, military sentiment and loyalty to the organization I'

were much more closely related to unit effectiveness at the company level

"wj'
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than they had been at the individual level. Group loyalty played a stronger

role in unit effectiveness at the individual level than it did at the company

level.

Figure 8 presents the extension of this model to include the performance

measures described above.

The features of interest in this model are the beta weights for the

predictors of performance. Most importantly, unit effectiveness was the

best of these predictors, indicating that it was a. reasonably good surrogate

measure of effectiveness. This also points to some degree of consensus

between the questionnaire data and the performance data. Secondly, it is

interesting to note the lack of influence which obedience, standards and

re-enlistment intentions had on the performance measures.

/ . • -• ....... " " -" .. ... : ... -................. .
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5.4 Cross Wave Analyses

This section summiarizes a series of crcss-laq correl3tions which

compared each of the i. Jividual measures of collaboration with the range of

outcome variables. These analyses were performed on waves three and four

company level data.

Cross-lag analysis (Pelz & Andrews, 1964) is'& means cf detecting causal,

or directional relationships by comparing measures on mulitple variables

at multiple points in time. Figure 9 illustrates the basic form of these

analyses.

Figure 9

GLI ti.35 GLI t

.50 .52

The correlation between GLIt and UE~T (.50) represents the within-wave

relation between these two measures. The correlation GLIt and UEIt

(.52) indicates that this relationship is nearly identical within the two

ti

waves.4 Cross Wav2, n E~ UtepAnaesensthsablyof heem sus

ovrthime Theinsmaieaseesf cross-lagge correlations, whUE ndUichGL

the effect of VEX on t rcup loyalty (rUEs ,f Gctl). Thus we can infer that

group loyalty has a causal influence on unit effectiveness.

.Lt1.3..~t

Th orlto etenG..adU~t .0 ersnt h ihnwv
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This procedure was followed for all of the collaboration measures,

plus respect for authority (LI), in relation to the range of outcome measures.

One impcrtant factor in evaluating these relationships is the stability

of these measures across waves. This information is prysented below in Table

9.

TABLE 9

Stability of measures across waves:
Company level correlations between W03 and W04 measures

Measures rt~t2

CLA .10

SLA .18

GLI .35

LO .14

MS .01

LIN .06

UI .16

LI .21

DI .27

SE .36

WD .44 ....

UEI .36

RI .31

SD .29

Loyalty to the Organization

The relationship betwo-n LO and the 'utcome measures is very similar

within the two waves. It is generally most strongly related to willingness

to deploy, unit effectiveness and re-enlistment intentions. The stability

of the LO measure itself, as is noted in Table , is fairly low.
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The cross-laq correlations show that loyalty to the orqanization has
its strongest causal effect on re-enlistment intentions. This and other cross-
lag correlations mentioned in this section are presented in Aopendix I.
The relation of LO to unit effectiveness appears to be two-way, and of fairly

substantial magnitude. In other words, LO caus.s UEI, but UEI also causes LO.
Other cross-lags show that standards have a strong causal effect on loyalty,
but that loyalty does not necessarily promote standards.

Military Sentiment

Military sentiment has the lowest stability across waves of any measure
summarized in this section. Its relationship to the outcome measures, however,
is fairly constant within each of the waves -- it is consistently related
to willingness to deploy, unit effectiveness, standards and re-enlistment

intentions.

Military sentiment has its strongest causal effect on willingness to

deploy. The other cross-lag effects are consistently small and give little
evidence of causality.

Climate A

CLA also has a fairly low stability across waves, and constant relations
with the outcome measures within waves. Its relation with UEI is strong within
waves, but the cross-lag correlations show that this relationshiD is reciprocal.
The strongest directional relationship indicates that standards have a direct
effect on CLA. The interpretation of this seems clear: over time, the
resence of clear standards contributes to a supportive and participate climate.

Sipervisory Leadership A

SLA has a moderate stability across waves and consistent relations with

th outcome measures (notably UEI) within waves. SLA has a reciprocal
re ation with UEI and seems to nave some causal effect on both re-enlistment
int ntions and willinqess to deploy. As was noted with CLA, standards and
dis ipline have a reciprocal causal effect on SLA.
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Incremental Influence

The LIN measure has very little stability across waves, but constant

relationship with the outcome measures within waves. It is strongly related
to unit effectiveness within waves, but shows little direct causal effect on

any of the outcome measures. There is some evidence here that standards have

a sliqht causal effect on incremental influence.

Unit Influence (UI)

UI is only moderately stable across waves, but has consistently strong

relationships to the outcome measures within waves. The strongest within-wave

relationship is with unit effectiveness -- when viewed across waves, this

UI-JEI relationsnin appears to be reciprocal. The strongest causal impact

which UI has appears to be on standards enforcement.

Group Loyalty

The qroup loyalty index is fairly stable across waves and also has

stable relations to the outcome measures within each wave. Its strongest

causal impact, as noted in the example in Figure is on unit effectiveness.

Re-enlistment intentions and discipline have a substantial effect on group

loyalty, while standards and group loyalty have a strong reciprocal relationship.

Respect for Authority (LI)

LI has fair stability across waves and very stable re..tions with the

outcome ,neasures within waves. This index does not appear to have any strong

causal effect on any of the outcome measures, but standards, discipline and

willingness to deploy do appear to have a fairly direct causal effect on

respect for authority.

:/

] "
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The cross-lag analyses presented here are generally consistent with the

revised company level model presented above. Comparisons across waves does

allow us to expand on that model somewhat.

Some of the most interestinq findings in this section concern the effects

of standards and discipline on CLA, SLA and loyalty to the organization.

CLA and SLA are measures of support and participation which are part of the

general collaboration factor. Standards and discipline appear to be causes

of these. Standards and discipline, however, do not appear to have a causal

effect on unit effectiveness, obedience, or re-enlistment intentions. The

best predictors of unit effectiveness and re-enlistment are collaboration

factors -- loyalty to the group and to the organization and supportive

supervision. Thus, there is consistent evidence that standards and discipline

lay the groundwork for successful collaboration and participation, but do

not lead directly to unit effectiveness. Collaboration seems to lead more

directly to unit effectiveness, but depends upon standards and discipline.
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5.5 Discussion And Conclusions

The results presented in the preceding section provide both a reasonably

clear picture of an appropriate model of Army o rganizational functioning
and some surprising findings. In general, neither a pure Traditional nor a

pure Collaborative model is consistently supported. Instead, certain

elements of both appear to obtain in Army settings, with the main tenets of

an integrated model perhaps closer to those of the Collaborative approach

than to those of the Traditional. It remains to the present discussion to

interpret the meaning of these findings.

The exercise of legitimate authority and the presence of respect for

it bre positive factors in an Army setting, not negative ones -- positive

both in terms of some general contribution to the system'ms effectiveness,

and in terms of being consonant with collaborative processes. Similarly,

being high on pro-military sentiment and on Theory X appear to go hand in

hand with collaborative practices. Supervisory u..e of reward and punishment

seems to make little contribution, on the other hand.

These findings are sufficiently startling that they deserve further

discussion. Beginning with those concerning the apparent non-usefulnes's of

reward and punishment, any of the following may be true:

(1) The measures may be inaccurate.

(2) They may assess what is an important factor in its impact upon
other aspects of organizational life and effectiveness than
thos.e measured in this study.

(3) Reward and punishment may, in fact, have little usefulness.

Let us consider the wording of the two items having to do with reward

and punishment, equally weighted in comprising the Ascribed Influence

index:
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Q. 113 To v:hat extent do people in your unit do what the
supervisor wants becauae he can give special rewark;
to those who cooperate with him?

Q. 114 To what extent do people in your unit do what the
supervisors wants because he can punish or make things
difficult for those who do not cooperate?

(Scale: from 1 = to a very little extent to 5 to a very
great extent.)

The means, standard deviations, and numbers of cases for these two iters
in waves 3 and 4 were:

Wave 3 Wave 4

Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N

Q. 113 2.66 1.11 5,941 2.66 1.11 5,011
Q. 114 3.33 1.14 5,955 3.30 1.16 5,003

Several things would seem to be apparent:

Respondents do not appear to have been loathe to answer
either of these questions.

The responses, taken six months aoart from slightly
different samples in the same units, are almost identical,
suggesting by their consistency that the effect is real.

Item variances are comparable to those obtained for other
items.

* Respondents in both waves report more reliance upon punish-
ment than upon reward.

Whatever else may be true, it does appear that the items measure something
consistently. The pattern of mean response is plaus 4ble, furthermore, Af not
necessarily appealing. No obviously strong case can be made for either
restricted variance or social desirability in explaining the response pattern.

Although no assessment can be made of the usefulness of these measures
in impacting things not otherwise measured, several points seem eminently

clear:

.. /7 - . . ..
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Use of reward and punishment as a supervisory tactic
has little effect, positive or negative, upon
discipline.

* It has little or no effect upon group loyalty.

• It has little or no impact upon effectiveness.

* It has little or no importance to the tenets of the
Integrated Model which emerged from the structural
equations analysis.

Taken with other findings previnusly mentioned, tie picture presented

is one which rather substantially disconfirms the Traditional mode. The

effectiveness of Army units does not appear to rerult from a combination

of external enforcement of standards, reward, punishment, and enforcement of

discipline and obedience. Instead, discipline, clear enforcement of standards,

obedience (in the form of willingess to deploy) and effectiveness all

themselves result from the collaborative building of cohesive groups.

The shortcomings of a pure Collaborative model are equally interesting.

Despite that model's prediction, endorsing more directive (or directing)
management beliets and having a stronger pro-military sentiment do not go hand

in hand with adaptation away from a collaborative organizationallform.

On the contrary, they accompany adaptation toward it.

More detailed scrutiny and a bit of reflection suggest a fuLther inter-

pretation of these findings. It is clear from the structural equations test

of alternative models that the clusters of (a) hierarchical orientation,

(b) structure, and (c) collaboration tend to go together. The first of

these, hierarchical orientation, contains principally respect for authority
and Theory X values. However, the items incluued in this last-named index

reflect more that portion of Theory X dealing with a preference for structure

and direction, than those reflecting negative assumptions about human beings,

preference for autocratic treatment, and the like.

The structure cluster contains indexes of items measuring such charac-

teristics as reasonable work loads, absence of unneressary confusion, pressure

and stress, effective downward communication, and adequate equipment.

\-
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The fact that these two clusters tend to accompany collaborative

practices suggests several possible interpretations not necessarily incompatible

with one another. The first of these is tnat all of those positive conditions

associated with unit effectiveness -- the maintenance of discipline, adherence

to standards, willingness to deploy, intention to re-enlist, and unit

performance -- seem to occur to the degree that these three conditions are

present. To the extent that they are not present, effectiveness suffPrs.

The second is that, although no specific comparative tests were made of

what happens when one or another of the three essential conditions are not

present, it seems unlikely that the outcome, whatever it might be, would be

positive. For example, manning units with highly counterdependent, authority

-resistant persons who are basically anti-military in their sentiment would

appear to be a choice with little likelihood of success where unit effectiveness

is concerned. Attempting to compensate for personnel and resource shortages

by greater centralization (with its attendant delays and confusion), heavier

work loads, pressure and scrimping on equipment and maintenance would seem

to be equally non-viable. Finally, attempting to Xeep things on ar even keel

by rejecting collaborative practices and adhering to a Traditio'a! niadel,

while perhaps a comfortable fit for some with cvn-,nd respýrsibility, would

seem likely to have the most directly negative imoact upon effectiveness.

However the coincidence of hierarchical orientation, structure, and

collaborative treatment comes about, it is apparent that the combination

has positive impact upon unit effectiveness. For this reason, it may have

implications for military leadership, military training, and perhaps military

recruiting:

Military leadership should operate from a style which
is supportive, facilitates the work, encourages performance
goals, and builds teamwork. To do this, it should rely
upon incremental influence and legitimate authority, but not
upon reward and punishment. Direction, guidance, involvement
and consideration seem desirable, not strong reward and
punishment, and certainly not permissiveness.

The immediate precursor of unit effectiveness is the teamwork
or loyalty of cohesive groups, much as past research has shown.
A portion of training might well focus upon the building of
such groups and upon the sustaining of them through leader-
ship and a collaborative climate.
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Persons who endorse the direction/structuring aspects of
Theory X and who are pro-milltary in their personal beliefs
may well thrive in a collaborative military environment.
Attracting and recruiting such persons might advance the
combined effect of these two factors. It should be emnhas-i~zed,
however, that this alone is likely to have a minor, not a
major, impact upon effectiveness.

If the ideal positive combination can be imagined, so also can the worst

or more negative: persons chronically resentful of authority or direction,

antagonistic to the Army and its leadership, and treated non-colldboratively

through the extensive use of reward and punishment. While this latter con-

dition may well control undesirable outbursts, it seems from our findings

unlikely to do much more than that. Certainly there is no evidence in this

present study that it will contribute to unit effectiveness.

Next, it should be noted that the non-surrogate performance measures

used in the final model testing at the company level consisted of ratings and

rankings from several levels of command. Although, as the results indicated,

questionnaire indexes of discipline and unit effectiveness related appropriately

to those ratings and rankings, others such as re-enlistment intention did not.

The latter, however, did relate significantly to actual re-enlistment rates.

This would seem to suggest that superordinete commanders rate and rank units on

a few, but by no means all, possible indicators. (Correlations of indexes

with actual performance indicators are contained in Appendix J.)

Finally, it is useful to keep in mind the finding from the two-wave

cross-lag analysis that the relationships from collaborative practices to

effectiveness are in many instances reciprocal. Collaboration produces effec-

tiveness, but effectiveness in turn promotes higher degrees of collaboration.

Just as improvement should therefore over time be self-reinforcing, so declines

will probably gather momentum as they go.

Our conclusions from these findings are the following:

The model most appropriate to explaining -- or enhancing --

Army unit effectiveness is an Integrated Model which is
basically collaborative, but with an emphasis upon respect
for authority, openness to direction, and a clear structure.

-/
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Discipline, obedience, ard adherence to standards are more
outcomes of collaborative practices than causes of them,.
although some reciprocal effect is present. Reward and
punishment appear to have little instrumental usefulness
in this sequence.

In an Army setting, faith in the Army as an institution --

a pro-military sentiment -- is an important adjunct to the
existence of collaborative practices.

Unit performance ratings and rankings by commanders tend
to confirm the percertions of unit members on the survey
concerning effectiveness. Moreover, there are sensible
connections between each of these and hard record data
on unit performance, although not all indicators relate to
each rating, ranking, or perception.

Further Research Possibilities

The research carried out for this section of the report has raised a

number of interesting future research possibilities. The models which we

have presented here were all estimated on the entire data set, either at the

individual or company level. Subsetting of the data within the scope of this

current project was not possible given the. current time frame and resources.

A number of interesting questions, however, remain unaddressed.

(1) Is there an effect of hierarchical level on the models we have
presented here? Do officers' perceptions folloq a different
pattern than those of enlisted men? These analyses implicitly
assumed that was no hierchical effect. This, however, is an
empirical question which could be addressed with the current
data set.

(2) Is there an eff~ct of education on these models? The general
linear model discussed In this stLdy indicates that education
has a substantial effect on some of the measures. It remains
to be seen however, if these ef-..cts would result in a
substantially different model of functioning for high and low
education groups.

(3) What is the effect of length of service? How does the orientation
of those who re-enlist differ from those who do not? What effect
does that have on performance?

J1
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(4) Level of motivation has also been dealt with only briefly in
this study. Do those with high motivation have a different
orientation? How does it differ? How does that affect
performance?

(5) The hierarchical orientation cluster contains a number of
meastures of individual need for structur-e. Who has a high need
for structure? Do they re-enlist? How does this impact on per-
formance? Is this a company level or individual level phenomena?

(6) A number of these items (3, 4, and 5) point to the socialization
process. How does the individual's educational level influence
their socialization experience? How does this vary among those who
do and do not choose to re-enlist?

(7) Finally, the data from different types of companies has been
analyzed together in this analysis. The question remains -- are
the conditions in intelligence companies different from infantry,
artillery and administrative companies? Do these imply different
models of effective performance?

All of these questions can be studied directly with the data which has

already been collected. The data set which we now have is large enough to

allow for subsetting on multiple dimension at once. While a number of

interesting findings have emerged from this current study, a wide range of

pertinent questions have not yet been addressed.

).
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5.6 Summary

This section of the final report has presen~ted findings from a test of
Traditional and Collaborative models of Army uniit functioning. The purpose
of the research was to determine empirically the nature of that model best
suited to enhancing unit effectiveness.

Survey measures from two waves of data collected from personnel in
approximately 250 companies, drawn from approximately 50 battalions, were
analyzed. Company performance ratings, rankings, and imputed record data
from the battalion level were employdd as well.

Analyses were of two types and conducted at two levels. The first

consisted of 122 correlational tests of eight major hypotheses contrasting
the Traditional and Collaborative models. The second involved the use of a
structural equations modeling techniq ue to test the two pure models and produce
an Integrated Model which best explained the existing relationships in -the data.

& Neither a pure Traditio~nal nor a pure Collaborative
model was confirmed.

0 Pn Integrated Model see ims, instead, best suited to explaining
the data. While more Collaborative than Traditional in form,
this revised model contains positive components from respect
for authority, pro-military sentiment, and direction or
structure-seeking portions of Theory X. Far from being a
contriant addendum, these components appear to be valuable V
adjuncts to the functioning of collaborative practices in
an Army setting.

It would appear that such valuable aspects of unit functioning
as the existence of discipline, adherence to standards,
willingness to deploy, and unit effectiveness are outcomes
of collaborative practices, rather than conditions which
come into being through the use of reward and punishment.

While within waves there was evidence supporting a causal
thrust which runs from collaborative practices to effective-
ness, across waves the findings suggested a not insignificant
reciprocal effect, such that effectiveness enhances
collaboration.
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The findings suggested valuable lines for future research including:

()The effects of hierarchical level on this model and on performance.

(2) The effects of function: do intelligence, infantry, and admini-
strative companies differ in regard to the model of performance
which we have outlined?

(3) The effects of education, motivation, and need for structure
on the collaboration process, performance and socialization
into the military.



Chapter 6

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

This chapter contains brief summaries of the two threads of the

present research activities as well as suggestions for future investigation.

While the former are tied directly to early parts of this report, the latter

cover a broad spectrum of issues generated by the process of the present

research.

The focus of one part oil this rese?rch was the location of the critical

source of sources of variance in local Army unit functioning. Stated in

simpler form, is the prime source of inter-unit difference:

-The Division

-The Brigade

-The Battalion

-The units (companies) themselves

-Or the people who make them 'up?

The answers are several-fold, but consistent:

* In part, the source of variance is the people themselves,
particularly their education anc' race.

* The division to which the company belongs and battalion
function have some effect, but much less than the companies
themselves.

* Brigades and battalions have little or no impact,

* Demographic effects do not rise in importance when
c.ompany, rather than individual level data are considered.

These findings raise some question about the often postulated notion

that military organizations have become highly centralized or "climate driven".

To be sure, there are issues of weaponry, strategy, tactics, and the like

which may be, in fact, highly centralized and which may affect unit per-

formance, but which were not assessed in the present study. On the other
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hand, characteristics of how units function as organizational entities were

assessed with some comprehensiveness, and the findings provide relatively

little evidence of top-down impact.

If anything, the findings are somewhat conservative by their method.

Within hierarchy, any inter-Divisional variance was First attributed

to the Division level, even though it could conceivably have stenmed from

Company conf.guration sources. Similarly, anything attributable to

Brigade or Battalion levels was taken out berure Company-level differences

were examined. Even with this, the hierarchical level which accounted for

the greatest amount of variance was the Company.

The findings appear to irndicate that the pattern of leadership,

organizational excellence, discipline, adherence to standards, and willingness

to deploy which exist ini a Battalion are largely a function of the Companies

that make it up. Similarly, the pattern for a Brigade is largely oF a

function of the Companies which make it up. Divisions, as such, have

more influence than Brigades or Battalions over what exists, but not a

great deal.

Of course, this says nothing about what might exist. It talks instead

about what does occur. Changes in policy, in practices, in training or

development strategies for effectiveness could conceivably alter the variance

distribution. At present, however, it would appear that the prime organiza-

tional source of effect is the Company.

The second part oF the research dealt with the sequence of events

which best accounts for unit effectiveness -- the model of organizational

functioning which the data suggest best fits the Army. The results indicated

that neither the Traditional nor a purely Collaborative model is optimal.

Instead, what seemed best to account for conditions as described in Army

units is an Integrated or composite modei, one which draws upon certain

characteristics of each of the other two.

The characteristics which this Integrated model draws from tne

Traditional model are more those of persons, their orientations, and their

values. The characteristics which it draws from the Cullaborative viewpoint

those of practices, behavior, and treatment. It suggests that unit
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effectiveness will be maximized when units are (a) composed of persons with

some amenability to structure and direction and some respect for legitimate

authority, and (b) commanded or led by a style which is collaborative

or pdrticipative.

If this is the best of situations, it might be inferred that the worst
of situtions would be one in which units contained large numbers of persons

who resent direction and reject authority, commanded and led according to

a traditional, order-and-obedience model. This ineffective combination

has more than passing likelihood of occurring, furthermore, particularly

as either conscription or economic pressures bring a wider array of young

persons into the Army. Previous research has shown a decided trend, tied

in all probability to educational levels and oractices, for young persons to
reject the structuring, directive principles of Theory X (Bowers & Franklin,

1977). On the other hand, evidence also suggests that, in-unfavorable

situations, supervisors tend to revert to their familiar, preferred style

(Michaelsen, 1973). The present findings suggest that, while units might

have their full complements of persons, in such a situation they would be

likely to be less effective.

While the results of the present analysis as outlined above are rathEr

significant, the data set from which they were drawn is still rather a rich

source for further investigation. Identified below are a series of

topical issues which have come to mind but not addressed during the present

work.

If there existed comparable survey data at higher levels
of command, would the hierarchical results be the same
and would the same organizational functioning model still
be best?

The criterion data (performance records and rati gs and
rankings from commanders) ought to be assessed for internal
structure, relationships of the performance measues with
the rankings and ratings, and an analysis of the ime
factor in these measures.

The effectiveness data could be added to the analy is
which explored for hierarchical effects.

Z4
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Subsetting the data set in a variety of ways to explore
possible differences in results according to the cuts in
the data. For'example, one question might be, "Do the practice
portions of the model hold equally well for... ?"

i) people who are high on Theory X and military
sentiment;

ii) combat battalions versus battalions which serve
as support units (e.g., military intelligence,
maintenance, or engineering);

iii) various demographic groups defined by such things
as race, education and marital status.

What are the "minimally acceptable" levels of performance
within the discipline measures? Do they vary across functonai
units? If its possible to define an oDtinal mix of
individuals fcr, say an infantry battalion, is there another
mix available for sunnort units?

It would be of interest to explore company function effe,-:s:
with the primary hierarchical source of variance beinq
the company, and with battalion function being a slight
influence, the logical extension would be to explore the
explanatory capabilities of company functions.

The ratings of companies seem to be somehow related to tile
equipment readiness measure. In the survey or elsewhere,
there are no measures of hardware characteristics such
as complexity, availability, or conditions, and how these
enhance or imapede the work of a unit. This topic would
seem to merit some elementary exploration.

The questionnaire measures of unit effectiveness perform
fairly well as a surrogate effectiveness measure. If it
is possible to ccnstruct a general factor of effectiveness

.from the criterion data, then it would be of interest to
explore the time lag characteristics between this general
effectiveness measure and the surrogate measure.

The items in the questionnaires given El-E4's which ask
about their basic training (Wave 3, item numbers 120-122)
may show provocative relationships with current perceptions
of organizational climate and of models of effective func-
tioning. In particular, if strong relationships are shown
to exist, the intervention most likely to improve organiza-
tional effectiveness would be at the basic training level.

/• ' . I/
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The correlation matrix data in the model testing used
battalion scores imputed to companies. This ineans the
correlations are understated in magnitude. Also, the
absence of perfect reliability in the survey measures
leads to understated correlation coefficients. Thus,
the percentage of actual variance accounted for may be
very high.

The questions asked of officers regarding their expoiure
to and attitudes about the Army's Organizational Effective-
ness (OE) Program have not been analyzed as to their
impact on other survey measures. Also, a unit's utiliza-
tion of OE programs ought to be considered, both in terms
of survey measures and performance records.

The command history of both companies and battalions could
be used to explore the impact of command changes, the
length of time one has been in command at the time of the
survey, and any time lag effects of command changes.
For example, are battalions such that they are somewhat
impervious to most command changes at the top, but companies
are responsive to them? Are there some aspects of organiza-
tional climate that change or change more rapidly, than
others?

The single question about career intentions may also be
rather significant in its ability to explain individual
and unit differences. However, the other side of that issue
is that maybe company differences on other survey measures
can be used to explain company differences in re-enlistment
intentions.

* While education is an important demographic variable in
explaining differences, it is contaminated with both grades
and rank. The construction of a new composite variable,
education X grades, may have different explanatory
capabilities, but all of these ought to be examined by
controlling for rank.

* While the presence and relative magnitudes of unit effects
has been isolated, of further interest would be association
of those effects with particular unit characteristics.
For instance, can division effects be associated with
battalion commander training programs'

* Considerable opportunities exist to look at unit change over
time, more than just those associated with command changes
as discussed above. The types of changes that are ex-
perienced internally could also be associated with external
or environmental changes.
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Some questionnaire items identified the nature of a unit's
relations with other units. While this may be significantly
intertwined with company function, it may contribute
simplification to the organizational functioning model.*
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APPENDIX A

INDEX COMPOSITION.

The table on the following pages briefly describes the survey indices
used in the analyses. The first column identifies the variable number and

reference name by which the index is identified in other tables. The second
column consists of a short index description. The third column identifies
the survey questions which were included in construction of the index.
The complete questions can be referred to in the questionnaire, reproduced
in Appendix E.
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APPENDIX 8

COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL DETERMINATION

The tables on the following pages present the coefficients of partial
determination (R 2) for each index, by factor and wave. Parentheses indicate

that the factor effect was not significant at the .005 level.
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APPENDIX C

SPECIFIC EFFECTS

The tables on the following pages present, a summary of the significant
factor effects, including the specific demographic factors for each wave.
A +'indicates a factor effect statistically significant at the .005 level.
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APPENDIX D

DIRECTIONS FOR SURVEY ADMINISTRATION



WAVE 4

November, 1979

Instructions for Command Climate Survey

I'm and this is

We are part of a data collection team from the University of Michigan

working under contract from the Army. The purpose of this study is to examine

now personnel policies and leadership and management practices affect the

morale and effectiveness of Army units. The findings of this study will be

used in the formulation of Army-wide policies and priorities. It is thrcugh

such means as this questionnaire that you can provide input into decisions

on what policies are formulated and what priurities are established at the

Dept. of the Army level.

This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. If the results

are to be helpful, it is important that you respond to all statements as

thoughtfully and frankly as possible. Your ideas are important and can pro-

vide a valuable contribution. Do not simply agree with your friends or

say what you think others expect you to say.

We will be asking that you write your Social Security Number (SSN) on thE

answer sheet. The purpose of asking your SSN is to allow us at some future

date to ask the Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) which of the individuals

with these SSNs left the Army, received awards, etc. This will then allow

us to categorize the data to determine the consequences of the attitudes and

perceptions measured on this questionnaire.

1]
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All answers on this questionnaire are treated as confidential. The

completed questionnaires will be processed by computer and the results

summnarized in statistical form. Therefore, even though you are providing your

SSN, your response on this questionnaire will be analyzed only in conjunction

with those of other people, and confidentiality is maintained.

Turn your answer sheet so that you ar-e looking at the grids marked
D thru Z.

1. In the grid marked D. please enter your social security number by,
first, writing the number in the boxes above the grid. Then, below
each box,' blacken the circle that is numbered the same as the number
in the box.

The remaining grids should be filled in in the same manner.

2. In grid E, fill in this battalion code (li-st battalion code on blackboard).
Again, both write in the number and fill in the circles.

3. Fill in the code of your company (battery) (on blackboard) in grid F.

4. In grid G, enter the number of months you've been in your unit. If
it is less than 10, say 6, code in zero-six.

5. Enter the number of dependents you have in grid H (excluding yourself).

6. In Grid 1, code 1 if you have a Blue booklet, 2 if you have a gold
booklet.

7. Grid J will1 be used for pay grade. In the first column, enter a '2'
----if you are enlisted, a '1' if you are a warrant officer, or a '0'

if you are a commnissioned officer.

In the second column, blacken the circle that indicates your paygrade.
Enter, for example, a '3' if you are an E-3, a WO-3, or an 0-3; a
'4 if you are an E-4, or a 0-4; and so on.

8. In Grid K and L, enter the number of years you have been in the Army.
If that number is less than 10, put zero in Grid K, and the number in

9. in Grid M (Mary) and N, write in your age and fill in the corresponding
circles.

Please make sure that you have both written in the numbers and filled
in the appropriate circles beneath them in grids D through W7. Grids
0 through Z are to be left blank.

----------
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Now turn your answer sheet over and look at the box containing Instructions
for using this answer sheet. Read this section to yourself while I read
it aloud. (READ INSTRUCTIONS ALOUD)

Company Codes 4
(0 None) N

1 A Alpha9

2 B Bravoj

3 C Charlie

4 D Delta

5 HHC Headquarters

6 E

7 F

9 CSC Combat Support

NOTE TO DATA COLLECTION TEAM: (The Code 8 can be defined as necessary
and other codes from 1-9 can be redefined
as needed. Please be certain to fill out
the company code definitions used on the
checklist.)
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COMMAND CLIMATE

VERSION I

This questionnaire is desigrned to learn more about the day-to-day life in
your unit or section. The purpose is to allow every individual to contribute .
to an accurate picture of the unit. .-. "

This Is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers. If the results - '/
are to be helpful, it is important that you respond to all statements as
thoughtfully and frankly as possible. Your ideas are important and can pro-
vide a valuable contribution. Do not simply agree with your friends or
say what you think others expect you to say.

All answers to this questionnaire are considered confidential. The completed
questionnaires will be processed by computer and the results-summarized in
statistical form. Your individual responses will remain strictly confidential
since they will be combined with those of many other people. Any.background
information that you list will be used to sort people into large groups and
will not be used to identify you personally.

Read the instructions carefully before you begin responding to the statements.
* Thank you very much for your cooperation in completing tlF questionnaire.

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974
(S U.S.C. 552a)

TITLE OF FORM I PRESCRIBING DIRECTIVE

PT 5203a(R2), Command Climate -- Version I AR 70-1

1. AUTHORITY

10 USC Sec 4503
2. PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S)

The data collected with the attached form are to be used for
research purposes only.

3. ROUTINE USES

This is an experimental personnel data collection form developed by
the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social. Sciences
pursuant to.its research mission as prescribed in AR 70-1. When
identifiers (name or Social Security Number) are requested, they are
to be used for administrative and statistical control purposes only.
Full confidentiality of the responses will be maintained in the
processing of these data.

4. MANDATORY OR VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING
INFORMATION

-Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary. Individ-
uals are encouraged to provide complete and accurate -nformation in the
interests of the research, but there will be no effect on individuals
for not providing all or any part of the information. This notice may
be detached from the rest of the form and retained by the individual
If so desired.

FORM Privacy Act Stateme'nt 26 Sep 75 J..

DA Form 4368-R, 1 May 75

- - " -/! . \



INSTRUCTICNS

1. This questionnaire has two parts: an answer sheet and a question booklet.
The section that you are now reading is the question booklet. Check
to see that you have an answer-sheet.

2. Read each statement carefully.

3. As soon as you understand a statement, decide how much you agree with
it. Your first impressions are more valuable than your second thoughts.

4. After you have decided on your answer, it will be recorded on the
separate Answer Sheet that indicates the amount of your agreement.

5.If no answer category exactly expresses your thoughts, use the best
answer available. Be sure to mark only one answer for each statement
and to respond to all statements.4

6. B'e sure to follow the answer sheet carefully. Match the numbers on the
answer sheet with the number of each statement.

7; Please use a pencil in completing this form.

8. Please do not make any marks on the Questionnaire Booklet.

DEFINITIONS

In filling out this questionnaire, please use the following definitions:

"Your supervisor" -the person who gives you your day-to-day work--------------
assignments and evaluates your work.

"Your Unit" -your company/troop/battery.

"Your work group' the group of people that you work with on a day-to-day

basis.

3
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SECTION A

In this section each question has the scale printed under it. Put your answer
to these questions (numbers 1 to.6) on the answer sheets.

1. Sex

A. Male

B. Female

2. Marital Status

A. Single
B. Married, living with family
C. Married, separated from family due to lack of affordable housing
D. Married, separated from family due to other reasons
E. Divorced

3. Housing

A. On post -barracks
B. On post -,family housing
C. On post - other
D. Off post - government furnished housing
E. Off post - civilian housing

4. Race/Ethnic Group

A. Black
B. Hispanic (Chicano, Mexican-American, Puerto Rican)
C. Native American (American Indian, Aleut)
D. White
E. Other

.5. Is your present salary sufficient to provide you with a decent standard
of living?

A. I. can live quite comfortably within my salary.
B. My salary is adequate to meet my needs.
C. It is difficult to live decently with my salary.
D. Trying tb live within my salary imposes a great hardship on me and

my famil (if any).
E. I can get by on my salary only by going heavily in debt.

6. What is your evel of education?

A. Less than high school
B. High schoo or G.E.D. diploma
C. Some colle e
D. College de ree
E. Advanced d gree

4



SECTION B

The following scale is used to indicate your agreement or disagreement with
statements (7-7g).

A B C. D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somowhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

7. My Job gives me the chance to learn skills that are useful outside
the Army.

8. In my job, I can tell how well I am doing without other people telling
me.

9. I know what I will be doing from day to day.

10. My job requires high-level technical skills.

11. In my job, I have more workto do than one person can handle.

12. My job lets me use my skills and training.

13. In my job, I have to work extra hours.

14. My job lets me do the things I am good at.

15. My job keeps me too busy to take extra training programs.

16. My job gives me the feeling that I have done. something important.

17. The pressures of my job spill over into my off-duty life.

18. I can see what my job has to do with others in my unit.

19. I have full responsibility for doing certain parts of my job.

20. My Job leaves me feeling tired at the end of the day.

21. Army rules and regulations make it hard for me todo my job.

22. My supervisor is willing to listen to my problem.

23. My unit gets told about important events later than other units.

24. Scheduled events like training and inspections are cancelled at the
last minute.

25. My supervisor encourages people to give their best efforts.

26. InnMy unit.it is hard to get the equipment and tools I need to do
my Job.

5
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SECTION B

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

27. My supervisor gives me instructions that conflict with other information
I get.

My supervisor offers new ideas for solving job-related problems.(00 k.

29. The officers in my unit care about what happens to'the individual.
soldier in my unit.

3bo, My supervisor maintains high standards of performanceCS'F *" . LVk3 )

31. Excessive drinking is not a problem in my unit.

32. My supervisor makes us work a lot of unnecessary overtime.

33. The soldiers in my unit let you know when they think you've done agood job.

34. When I'm talking to my supervisor, he doesn't pay attention to what
I'm saying.

35. My unit-does not have a drug problem. 4
36. The soldiers in my unit try to think of better ways of getting the

job done.

37. My supervisor lets other supervisors interfere with my work group.

38. My supervisor puts suggestions by the membcrs of the unit into
operation. -

39. The soldiers in my unit criticize guys who are goofing off.

40. My.supervisor decides what shall be done and how it shall be done.

41. My supervisor makes sure his role in the company is understood by the -

men,

42. The soldiers in my unit get along with each other. . !

43. Decisions are made in this unit after getting information from those
who actually do the job.

44. My unit is respected on this post. J

45. My supervisor gives us big jobs late in.the day and wants them done
before we leave work.

46. The senior NCOs in my unit look out for the welfare of the individual"
soldier in my unit.-

6
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SECTION B

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

47. Meetings in this unit generally accomplish meaningful objectives.

48. Decisions are made in this unit at those levels where the most adequate
information is available.

49. My supervisor insists that individuals follow standard operating
procedures.

50. My supervisor lets individuals know what is expected of them.

51. My unit is willing to try new or improved methods of doing work.

52. There is discrimination against minorities in this unit.

53. 1 get a sense of accomplishment from the work I do.

54. Workload and time factors are taken Into consideration in planning
our work group assignments.

55. I look forward to coming to work every day.

56. My supervisor acts without consulting the men in the unit.

57. My job helps me to achieve my personal goals.

58. 'Rules in this unit are enforced.

59. There is discrimination against wh.,,s in this unit.

60. This unit places a high emphasis on accomplishi. g the mission.

61. 1 want to contribute my best eforts to the unit's mission and my
assigned tasks.

62. My supervisor refuses to explain his actions.

63. The inform~ation I receive down through the chain-of-comviand is generally
accurate.

64. My supervisor treats the people who work for him fairly.

65. I feel safe in my unit area.
I.

66. My possessions are safe where I live.

•67. All in all, I am satisfied with the unit that I am in.

7€
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SECTION B

A B C 0 E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

'68.' 1 havie a good opportunity for advancement in this unit if I do
good Job.

69. I am satisfied with the medical and dental care that the Army provides
for me and my depenents (if any).

70. 1 am satisfied with my barracks living area or housing that the Army
provides for me and my dependents (if any):

71. The job I have is a respected one.

72. Considering my skills and effort I put into the work, I am satisfied
with my pay.

73. All in all, I am satisfied with my supervisor.

74. All in all, I am satisfied with the persons in my work group.

75. All in all, I am satisfied with the Army compared to most other
organizations.

76. 1 enjoy doing the type of work that my job requires.

77. In general, I feel that I have gotten a fair deal from the Army.

78. All in all, I am satisfied with my-job.

79. The members of my work group try to do their best.

80. I tryto do mybest.

81. My supervisor tries to do his best.

.8
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SECTION C

82. How well do you know how to do your job?

A. expert
B. above average
C. average
D. below average
E. poor

83. What is your evaluation of the overall work effectiveness of your
company/troop/battery?

A. Not effective
B. Slightly effective
C. Effective
D. Very effective
E. Extremely effective

84. Compareo to all other units that you have ever served in how effective

is your company/troop/battery?

A ------------- B -------------- C ------------ De-e .......... E

Least Effective Most Effective

85. How many improvements would it take to make this unit the most effective
company/troop/battery that you have ever served in?

A. Many improvements are needed
B. Quite a few improvements are needed
C. Few improvements are needed
D. Very few improvements are needed
E. No improvements are needed

86. Which of the following best describes your career intentions at the
present time?

A. I will stay in the Army until retirement
8. I will reenlist upon completion of my present obligation but am

undecided about. staying until retirement
C. I'am undecided whether I will reenlist
D. I will probably leave the Army upon completion of my present

obligation
E. I will definitely leave the Army upon completion of my present

obligation

87. What type of grades did you usually get in school?

A. mostly A's
B. mostly B's
C. mostly C's
D. mostly D's
E. mostly F's

9
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88. What percentage of the people in your unit are involved in inter-unit
sport activities?

A. 0-20%
.B.- 21 -40%

C. 41-60%
D. 61-80%
E. 81 -100%

89. About how frequently do members of your unit take part in military
ceremonies?

A. Once a year or less
B. 2-l10 times ayear
C. About once or twice a month
D. About once a week
E. More than once a week

90. How often dc off-duty unit activities occur in your unit?

A. Never
B. 1 -5 times a year
C. 6 -10 times a year
D. Once or twice a month
E. Weekly

91. About how frequently do members of your iinit take part in an Inspection
in ranks?

A. Once a year or less
B. 2 -l10times ayear
C. Once or twice a month
D. About once a week
E. More than once a week

92. Think of the four adults who are your best friends. (Do not include
your parents, spouse, brothers or sisters.) How many of teepeople
are in your unit?

A. None
B. 1
C. 2
D. 3
E. 4

93. Think of the four adults who are your best friends. (Do not include
your parents, spouse, brothars or sisters). How many of t-hese people
are in the Army?

A. None

C. 2
D. 3
E. 4

10
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SECTION D

The following items deal with your willingness to deploy with your unit.
Please indicate how willing you would be to deploy with the unit you are
in right now to each of the described situations by choosing one of the
following responses:

A. Would do almost anything to avoid going.
B. Would make an effort to avoid going.-
C. Would go if required.
D. Would make an effort to go.
E. Would do almost anything to gc.

94. How willingly would you deploy to a combat zone with only a small
chance of actual contact with the enemy?

95. How willingly would you deploy to combat zone with a good chance of
actual contact with the enemy?

96. How willingly would you enter battle against a smaller, ill-equipped
enemy unit?

97. How willingly would you enter battle against a determined, well-equipped
enemy unit of the same size as your unit?

9'. Have you evef tried to see your company/troop/battery commander?
J

A. I never tried because I didn't need to.
B. I tried and was able to get to see him without any trouble.
C. I tried and was able to see him, but it was a lot of trouble.
0. I tried and could not get to see him at all.
E. Although I needed to see him, I never tried because I knew

I couldn't get to see him.

99. Are you on yotr first term of e nlistment?

A. Yes
B. No

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement to the following items by

using the following response scale:

A B C D. E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

100. I enlisted in the Army to obtain a steady job.
101. 1 enlisted in the Army to find out what to do with my life.
102. 1 enlisted in the Army to get away from money or financial problems.
103. I enlisted in the Army to travel to new places.
104. 1 enlisted in the Army to become eligible for veterans' benefits.
105. I enlisted in the Army to receive special training or obtain a skill.
106. I enlisted in the Army to serve my country.

107. Whites in my unit stick together.
108. Blacks in my unit stick together. , ',

11 ~
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SECTION E

For the questions in this section, please use tha following scale. Note
that this is somewhat different than the scale used elsewhere.

A B. C_ D E
To a very To a little To some To a great To a very

little extent extent extent extent great extent

109. To what extent do you think our Army leaders are smart people who
know what they are doing?

110. To what extent do you think Army officers try to do as good a job
as they can?A

-111. To what extent do you think you can trust our Army leadership to do
what is right?

112. To what extent are appropriate standards of order and discipline
maintained within youir unit?

113. To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisor wants
because they respect his authority?

114. To what extent do people in your unit do what the' supervisor wants
because he can give special rewards to those who cooperate with him?

115. To what extent do people in your unit do~ what the supervisor wants
because he can punish or make things difficult for those who do not
cooperate?

116. To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisinr wants
because they respect his experience and good judgment?

117. To what extent do people in your unit do what-the supervisor wa~its
because they like him as a person?

118. To what extent do people in your unit do what is expected or asked
of them because they feel they owe it to their unit and don't want
to let the unit down?



SECTION E

For the next five questions, please indicate your agreement-disagreement
according to the following scale.

A B C D E

Strongly Slightly Neither Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

119. Servicemen should obey orders without question.

-120. Being firm with subordinates is the best way to insure that they will
do a good job.

121. A supervisor must keep a close check on his subordinates to see that

they are doing a good job.

122. Although a supervisor can be democratic with his subordinates, he
must still structure their work for them.

123. Subordinates prefer to be directed rather than making their own
decisions in their work.

124. Which of the following best describes your unit's relationship to
other units or command levels? (i.e., units above, below, or on the
same level)

A. We have little or no relationship to other units.
B. We depend upon other units for various things, but they don't

depend on us.
. - C. Others depend upon our unit, but we don't depend upon them. -

D. We depend upon other units and they depend upon us.

125. What do your exchanges with other units involve?

A. Mostly resources -- goods and material that are delivered.'
B. Mostly services performed by or for us.
C. Mostly just information passed to or from our unit.

13
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SECTION F

Use the following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreement with
the statements below (126-160)..

A BC 0 E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

126. This unit has a real interest in the welfare of assigned personnel.

.127. Most people will not take advantage of you if they get the chance.

128. NCO's have an adequate chance to speak *their opinion concerning reward
or punishment actions involving junior enlisted soldiers who work for

them.
129. In the Army there are no right or wrong ways to. do things, only easy

and hard ways.

130. How hard you work or how good a job you ~o matters more in getting
ahead than luck and who you know.

131. NCO's are not gi~ven enough training to do their job right.

132. NCO's are respected by junior enlisted soldiers.

133. Most senior NCO's and officers can not be' trusted.

134. 1 have enough time off to take care of my, personal and family needs.

135. I feel NCO's should have the authority to give or take away passes
of their subordinates.

.136. I feel that I am really accomplishing som~ething in the Army.

137.- There are few dependable people any more.!

138. There is a clear understanding in my unit of which duties are to be
performed by NCO's and which duties are to be performed by officers.

139. NCO's in my unit know they will be backed up by the chain of comm~and
in disciplinary matters.

140. People generally receive fair treatment under the law.

141. If I were cut off from the rest of my platoon in battle, I do not
believe that they would do everything possible to fight their way
back to me.

14
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SECTION F

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

142. NCO's do not have enough author~ity of their own to handle soldier
indiscipline problems.

143. There is enough emphasis on competition in this unit.

144. Most people can be trusted.

145. The Army does not eliminate undesirable NCO's.

146. NCO's are not given enough opportunity to be in charge of the
training of their soldiers.

147. Most of the time it is very difficult to figure out what a person's
senior NCO's and officers really want.

148. People in my work group work hard.

149. The image of the NCO corps is high.

150. There are no right or wrong ways to make money, only-easy and hard ways.

151. Most senior NCO's and officers in battl'e would be willing to go through
anything that they made their men go through./7

152. 1 feel NCO's should have the authority to impose extra duty or
restriction on their subordinates./

153. Officers fail to hold NCO's accountable when the NCO performs poorly.

154. I1 am working in job areas for which I have been trained.

155. People's ideas change so much that I wonder if we'll ever have
anything to depend on.

156. The performance of outstanding NCO's is recognized and adequately
rewarded in my unit.

157.. In the Army, a person usually can depend on his senior NCO's and
officers to look out for him.

158. A person has got to always first look out for "number one" (himself).

159. Officers try to take over NCO responsibilities and do them for the
NCO. --

160. There is a good working relationship among the personnel in this unit.
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COM94AND CLIMATE

VERSION 11

This questionnaire Is .designed to learn more about theiday-to-day life in
your unit or section. The purpose its to allow every individual to contribute /
to an accurate picture of the unit.

This is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers. If the results
are tobe helpful,'it is important that you respond to all statements as
thoughtfully and frankly as possible. Your ideas are important and can
provide a valuable contribution. Do not simply agree with your friends
or say what you think others expect you to say.

All answers to this questionnaire are considered confidential. The completed
questionnaires will be processed by computer and the results summarized
in statistical form. Your individual responses will remain strictly confi-
dential since they will be combined with those of many other people. Any
background information that you list will be used to sort people into large
groups and will not be used to identify you personally.

Read the instructions carefully before you begin responding to the statements.
Thank'you very much for your cooperation in completing this questionnaire.

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974
(5 U.S.C. 552a)

TITLE OF FORM PRESCRIBING DIRECTIVE

PT 5203b (R2). Command Climate -- Version II AR 70-1
1. AUTHORITY

10 USC Sec 4503
27. PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S)

The data coilected with the attached form are to be used for research
purposes only.

3. ROUTINE USES

This is an experimental personnel data collection form developed by J
the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
pursuant to its research mission as prescribed in AR 70-1. When identifiers
(name or Social Security Number) are requested they are to be used for
administrative and statistical control purposes only. Full confidentiality
of the responses will be maintained in the processing of these data.

*. MANDATORY OR VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING
INFORMATION
Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary. Individuals are
encouraged to provide complete ard accurate information in the interests of
the research, but there will be no effect on individuals for not providing
all or any part of the information. This notice may be detached from the
rest of the form and retained by the individual if so desired.

FORW! Privacy Act Statement - 2,6 Sep 75J - -

DA Form 4368-R, I flay 75
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INSTRUCTIONS

1. This questionnaire has two parts: an answer sheet and a question
booklet.. The section that you are now reading is the question
booklet. Check to see that you have an answer sheet.

2. Read each statement carefully.

3. As soon as you understand a statement,'decide how much you agree with
it. Your first impressions are more valuable than your second
thoughts.

4. After you have decided on your answer, it will be recorded on the
separate Answer Sheet that indicates the amount of your agreement.

5. If no answer category exactly expresses your thoughts, use the best
answer available. Be sure to mark only one answer for each statement
and to respond to all statements.

6. Be sure to follow the answer sheet carefully. Match the numbers on

the answer sheet with the number of each statement. £

7. Please use a pencil in completing this form.

8.. Please do not make any marks on the Question Booklet.

"DEFINITIONS

In filling out this questionnaire, please use the following definitions:

"Your supervisor" - the person who gives you your day-to-day work
. assignments and evaluates your work.

"Your unit" - your company/troop/battery.

"Your work group" - the group of people that you work with on a
day-to-day basis.

3
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* . SECTION A

In this section each question has the scale printed under it. Put your
answer to these questions (numbers 1 to 6) on the answer sheets.

1. Sex

A. Male
B. Female

2. Marital Status

A. Single
B. Married, living with family
C. Married, separated from family due to lack of affordable housing
D. Married, separated from family due to other reasons
E. Divorced

3. Housing

A. On post - barracks
B. On post - family housing
C. On post -other
D. Off post ; government furnished housing
E. Off post civilian housing

4. Race/Ethnic Group

A. Black
B. Hispanic :(Chicano, t~axican-American, Puerto Rican)
C. Native American (American Indian, Aleut)
D. Whtte 1
E. Other

S. Is your present salary sufficient to provide you with a decent standard

of living?

A. I can live quite comfortably within my salary. V
B. My salary is adequate to meet my needs.
C. It is difficult to live decently with my salary.
D. Trying to live within my salary imposes a great hardship on me

and my family (if any).
E. I can get by on my salary only by going heavily in debt.

6. What is your level of education? A

A. Less than high school
B. High school or G.E.D. diploma

- C. Some college
D. College degree
E. Advanced degree

s . ,0
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P 'SECTION B

* The following scale is used to indicate your agreement or disagreement with
* statements (7-79).

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral SoehtStrongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

7. Ply Job gives me the chance to learn skills that are useful outside
the Army.

8. In my job, I can tell how well I am doing Awithout other people
telling me.

9. 1 know what I will be doing from day to day.

10. My job requires high-level technical skills.V

11. In my job, I have more work to do than one person can handle,.a

12. My Job lets me use my skills and training.

13. In my job, I have to work extra hours.

14. My Job lets me do the things I am good at.

15. My job keeps me too busy to take ejitra tra~ining programs.

16. My Job gives me the feeling that I have done something important.

17. The pressures of my job spill over into my off-duty life.

.18. I can-see what my job has to do with othei: in my unit.

19. 1 have full responsibility for doing certain parts of my Job.

20. My job leaves me feeling tired at the end of the day.

_21. -Army rules and regulations make it hard for me to do my Job.

22. My supervisor is willing to listen to my problem.

'.30 My unit gets told about important events later than other' units.

4. Scheduled events like training and inspections are cancelled at the
lost minute.

0My superviso~r encourages people to give their best efforts.

In my unit it is hard to get the equipment and tools I need to do
my Job.



SECTION B

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

27. My supervisor gives me instructions that conflict with other information
I get.

28i, My supervisor offers new ideas for solving job related problems.

29. The officers in my unit care about what happens to the individual
soldier in my unit.

( My supervisor maintains high standards of performance.

31. Excessive drinking is not a problem in my unit.

32. My supervisor makes us work a lot of unnecessary overtime.

33. The soldiers in my unit let you know when they think you've done a
good job.

34. When I'm talking to my supervisor, he doesn't pay attention to what
I'm saying.

35. My unit does not have a drug-problem.

36. The soldiers in my unit try to think of better ways of getting the
Job done.

37. My supervisor lets other supervisors interfere with my work group.

38. My supervisor puts suggestions by the members of the unit into
operation.

39. The soldiers in my unit criticize guys who are goofing off.

40. My supervisor decides what shall be done and how it shall be done.

41. My supervisor makes sure his role in the company is understood by
the men.

42. .The soldiers in my unit get along with each other.

43. Decisions are made in this unit after getting information from those
who actually do the job. -

44. My unit is respected on this post.

45. My'supervisor gives us big jobs late in the day and wants them done
before we leave work.

46. The senior NCOs in my unit look out for the welfare of the individual
soldier in my unit.

6 N .-
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SECTION B

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree D.isagree Agree Agree

47. Meetings in this unit generally accomplish meaningful objectives.

48. Decisions are made in this unit at those levels where the most adequate
information is available.

-9. My supervisor Insists that individuals follow standard operating procedures.

50. tly supervisor lets Individuals know what is expected of them.

51. My unit is willing to try new or improved methods of doing work.

52. There is discrimination against minorities in this unit.

53. 1 get a sense of accomplishment from the work I dg.

54. Workload and time factors are taken into consideration in planning our
work group assignments.

55. I look forward to coming to work every day.

56. My supervisor acts without consulting the men in the unit.

57. My job helps me to achieve my personal goals.
.1

58. Rules in this unit are enforced.

59. There is discrimination against whites in'this unit.

60. This unit places a high emphasis on accomplishing the mission.

61. 1 want to contribute my best efforts to the unit's mission and my

assigned tasks.

62. My s upervisor refuses to explain his actions.

63. The information I receive down through the chain-of-command is
generally accurate.

64. *My supervisor treats the people who work for him fairly.

65. I feel safe in my unit area.

66. My possessions are safe where I live..

67. All. in all, I am satisfied with the unit that I am in.

68. I have a good opportunity for advancement in this unit if I do a good
Job.

7
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SECTION B

A B C D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

69. I am satisfied with the medical and dental care that the Army provides
for me and my dependents (if any).

70. I am satisfied with my barracks living area or housing that the Army
provides for me and my dependents (if any).

71. The job I have is a respected one.

72. Considering my skills and the effort I put into the work, I am
satisfied with my pay.

73. All in all, I am satisfied with my supervisor.

74. All in all, I am satisfied with the persons in my work group.

75. All in all, I am satisfied with the Army compared to most other
organizations.

76. I enjoy doing the type of work that my job requires.
£

77. In general, I feel that I have gotten a'fair deal from the Army.

78. All in all, I am satisfied with my jqb.

79. The members of my work group try to do their best.

80. I try to do my best.

81. My supervisor tries to do his best.

- . . . * /.



SECTION C

82. How well do you know how to do your job?

A. expert
B. above average
C. average
D. below average
E. poor

83. What is your evaluation of the overall work effectiveness of your
company/troop/battery?

A. Not effective
B. Slightly effective
C. Effective
D. Very effective
E. Extremely effective

84. Compared to all other units that you have ever served in how effective

is your company/troop/battery?

A-. ----------- B ----------- ----------------D--------------E

Least Effective Most effective

85." How many improvements would it take to make this unit the most effective
company/troop/battery that you have ever served in?

A. Many improvements are needed
B. Quite a few improvements are needed
C. Few improvements are needed
D. Very few improvements are needed
E. No improvements are needed

86. Which of the following best describes your career intentions at the
present time?

A. I will stay in the Army until retirement
B. I will reenlist upon completion of my present obligation but am

undecided about staying until retirement
C. I am undecided whether I will reenlist
D. I will probably leave the Army upon completion of my present

obligation
E. I will definitely leave the Army upon completion of my present

obligation

87. What type of grades did you usually get in school?

A. mostly A's
B. mostly B's
C. mostly C's
D. mostly D's
E. mostly F's

9



88. What percentage of the people in your unit are involved in inter-unit
sport activities?

A. 0 -20%
B. 21 - 40%

*C. 41 - 60%-
D. 61 - 80%
E. 81 - 100%

8.About how frequently do members of your unit take part in military
ceremonies?

A. Once a year or less
B. 2 -l10times ayear
C. About once or twice a month
D. About once a week
E. Fi~ore than once a week

90. How often do off-duty unit activities occur in your unit?

A. Never
B. 1 - 5 times ayear
C. 6 -l10times ayear
0. Once or~twice a month
E. weekly

* 91. About how frequently do members of your unit take part in an inspection
in ranks?

A. Once a year or less
B. 2 - 10times ayear
C. Once or twice a month

* - D. About once a week
E. More than once a week

92. Think of the four adults who are your best friends. (Do not include
your parents, spouse, brothers or sisters). How many of Ithese people
are in your unit?

A. -.None
B.1
C. 2

E.'

93. think of the four adults who are your best friends. (Do not include
your parents, spouse, brothers or sisters). How many of these people
are in the Army?

A. None
B. 1
C.'2
D. 3
E. 4
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SECTION D

The following items deal with you'r willingness to deploy with your unit,
Please indicate how willing you would be to deploy with *the unit you are
in'right now to each of the described situations by choosing one of the
following responses:

A. Would do almost anything to avoid going.
B. Would-make an effort to avoid going.
C. Would go if required.
D. Would make an effort to go.
E. Would do almost anything to go.

94. How willing would you deploy to a combat zone with only a small
chance of actual contact. with the enemy?

95. *How willingly would you deploy to combat zone with .a good chance of
actual contact with the enemy?

96. How willingly would you enter battle against a smaller, ill-equipped
enemy unit?

97. How willingly would you enter battle against a determined, well-equipped
enemy unit of the same size as your unit?

99. What is your evaluation of the overall work effectiveness of your
battalion?

A.. Not effective
B. Slightly effective
C. Effective
D. Very, effective
E. Extremely effective

99. Compared to all other units in-which you have ever served, how
effective is your battalion?

A---------------- B----B------------- C---------------- D-------- E
Least Effective Most Effective

100. How many improvements would it take to make this unit the most effective
battalion in which you have ever served?

A. Many improvem~ents are needed
B. Quite a few improvements are needed
C. Few improvements are needed
0. Very few imp,-ovements are needed
E. No improvements are needed
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101. Which response best describes your knowledge of Organizational
Effectiveness (OE)?

A. I have never heard of OE 7
B. I have heard the term, but know very little about OE
C. I generally understand what OE is
D. I am knowledgeable about OE

102. Have you received instruction on OE in a service school?

A,. Yes
B. No

103. If OE activities have been conducted in your unit/organization this
past year, what effect have these activities had on the unit/organization
performance?

A. Does not apply, OE activities have not been conducted in my unit/
organization this past year

B. A negative effect
C. A mixed effect
D. No effect
E. A positive effect

The next series of items deals with your opinion concerning the use of
Organizational Effectiveness (OE). For each of the unit conditions
described below, please indicate how much you would welcome the services of
an Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officer (OESO). Do this by using '
the following response scale.

A. I would be strongly opposed to calling in an OLSO under these
circumstances.

B. I would be opposed to calling in an OESO under these circumstances.
C. I would be reither opposed nor in favor of calling in an OESO

under these circumstances.
D. I would be in favor of calling ir an OESO under these circumstances.
E. I would be strog in favor of calling in an OESO under these

circumstances.

If you do not feel that you are familiar enough with the Organizational
Effectiveness program to make these judgments, skip items 104 to 108.

104. Your unit is having difficulty accomplishing its objectives and it is
having serious morale problems.

105. Your unit is functioning smoothly but.you feel that it could be better.

106.' Your unit is reasonably effective in accomplishing its objective but
it has a serious morale problem.

107. Your unit is quite likely to fail an upcoming evaluation.

103. Your unit is having difficulty accomplishing its objectives but has
no apparent morale problems.

12
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SECTION E

For the questions in this section, please use the following scale. Note
that this is somewhat different than the scale used elsewhere.

A B C D E

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent extent great extent

109. To what extent do you think our Army leaders are smart people who
know what they are doing?

110. To what extent do you think Army officers try to do as good a Job
as they can?

1ll. To what extent do you think you can trust our.Army'leadership to do
what is right?

112. To what extent are appropriate standards. of ordejr and discipline
maintained within your unit?

113. To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisor wants
because thd~y respect his authority?

.114. To what extent do, people in your unit do what the supervisor wants .
because he can give special rewards to those who cooperate with
him?

115. To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisor wants
because he can punish or make things difficult fo r those who do
not cooperate?

116. To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisor wants
because they respect his experience and good Judgment?

11.To what extent do people in your unit do what the supervisor wants
because they like him as a person?

118. To what extent do people in your unit do what is' expected or asked
of them because they feel they owe it to their unit and don't want
to let the unit down?

131



SECTION E

For the next five questions, please indicate your agreement-disagreement
according to the following scale.

-A B C D E

Strongly Slightly Neither Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

119. Servicemen should obey orders without question.

120. Being firm with subordinates is the best way to insure that they
will do a good youj.

121. A supervisor must keep a close check on his subordinates to see that
they are doing a good job.

122. Although a supervisor can be democratic with his subordinates, he must
still structure their work for them.

123. Subordinates prefer to be directed rather than making their own
decisions in their work.

124. 'Which of the following best describes your unit's relationship to
other units or command levels? (i.e., units.above, below, or on the
same level)

A. We have little or no relationship to otner units.
B.. We depend upon other units for various things, but they don't.

depend upon us.
C. Others depend upon our unit, but we don't depend upon them.
D. We depend upon other units and they depend upon us.

125.- What do your exchanges with other units involve?

A. Mostly re~sources -- goods and material that are delivered.
B. Mostly services performed by or for us.
C. Mostly just information passed to or from our unit.

14



SECTION F

Use the following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreement with
the statements below (126-160).

A BC D E

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

126. This unit has a real interest in the welfare of assigned personnel.

127. Most people will 'not take advantage of you if they get the chance.

128. NCO's have an adequate chance to speak their opinion concerning reward
or punishment actions involving juni or enlisted soldiers who work for
them.

129. In the Army there are no right or wrong ways to do things, only easy
and hard ways.

130.. How hard yop work or how good a Job you do matters more in getting
ahead than luck and who you know.

.131. NCO's are not given enough training to do their job right.

132. NCO's are respected by Junior enlisted soldiers.

133L Most senior NCO's and officers can not be trusted.

134. 1 have enough time off to take care of my personal and family needs.

135. 1 feel NCO's should have the authority to give or take away passes
of their subordinates.

136. 1 feel that I am really accomplishing something in the Army.

137. There are few dependable people any more.

138. Thire is a clear understanding in my unit of which duties are to be
performed by NCO's and which duties are to be performed by officers.

139. NCOi's in my unit know they will be backed up by the chain of conmmand
In disciplinary matters.

140. Peoi~le generally receive fair treatment under the law.

141. If I were cut off from the rest of my platoon in battle, I do not

beli ye that they would do everything possible to fight their Way-

back to 15
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SECTION F

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

142. NCO's do not have enough authority of their own to handle soldier
indiscipline problems.

143. There is enough emphasis on competition in this unit.

144. Most people can be trusted.

145. The Army does not eliminate undesirable NCO's.

146. NCO's are not given enough opportunity to be in charge of the
training of their soldiers.

147. Most of the time it is very difficult to figure out what a person's
senior NCO's and officers really want.

148. People in my work group work hard.

14g. The image of the NCO corps is high.

150. There are no right or wrong ways to make money, only easy 4nd hard ways.

151. Most senior NCO's and officers in battle would be willing -to go through
anything that they made their men go through.

152. 1 feel NCO's should have the authority to impose extra duty or
restriction on their subordinates.

153. Officers fail to hold NCO's accountable when the NCO performs poorly.

154. '1 am working in job areas for which I have been trained.

155. People's ideas change so much that I wonder if we'll ever have
anything to depend on.

156. The performance of outstanding NCO's is recognized and adequately
rewarded in my unit.

157.' In the Army, a person usually can depend on his senior NCO's and
officers to look out for him.

158. A person has got to always first look out for 'number one" (himself).

159. Officers try to take over NCO responsibilities and do them for the
*NCO.

160. There is a good working relationship among the personnel in this unit.

16



.SECTION G

162. Officers only

What is you duty assignment?

A. Battalion Primary Staff Officer
B. Other Battalion Staff Officer
C. Company Commander
D.- Platoon Leader
E. Other Company Officer

163. NCOs only

What is your duty assignment?

A. Squad/Section Leader
B. Platoon or First Sgt.
C. Comman Sargeant Major
D. Other (Company level & below)
E. Other (Battalion level & above)

79: 5203b(R2)
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APPENDIX G

INTERV IEW SCHEDULE



BRIGADE LEVEL OR HIGHER

COMMAND CLIMATE 11

INTERVIEW

WAVE 4

November, 1979

Interviewee

____________________C )Commianding General

______________________C )Asst. Division Commander
(Maneuvers or Operations)

______________________C )Asst. Division Commander
(Support or Maintenance)

_____________________C )Brigade

Fort

Brigade or Division

(Names and ID codes of
battalions rated)

Interviewer:___________

Date of Interview: ______



1. What date did you assume command of this unit?_( _)

2.A. (EXPLAIN TAPE RECORDER) What do you feel is the single biggest problem

facing you in achieving and maintaining the readiness of your command?

B. What steps have you been able to take in attempting to cope with this

problem?

3.A. What is the next biggest problem facing you in achieving and maintaining

the readiness of your command?

B. What steps have you been able to take in attempting to cope with this

probl em?

(TAPE OFF)

2



DEFINITION OF EFFECTIVENESS

As a Commander you must make Judgments about the effectivenss of the bat-
talions (companies) within your comma-d. We are interested in finding out
what criteria Commanders rely on in ma'ying these judgments. Could you please
state the criterion, then relate what it Is you look for in determining the
extent to which that criterion is achieved'? e.g., what type of indicators
do you use to determine whether the criterion is achieved.

Criterion 1) ___

I..
indicators: ... .... .._-

I..

Criterion 2) .. .... ...............__ _

Indicators: ______________________________

Criterion 3)___________________

Indicators:_____________________________

Criterion 4)___________________

Indicators: ._

Criterion 5)

Indicators: __

3



GENERAL OFFICERS ONLY
Type of Officer:

(1) ADC OP
(2' ADC Maint
(3) CG

EFFECTIVENESS RANKINGS

We would like you to think about the battalions in your command in terms of
their effectiveness. Could you please list the top 3 and bottom 3 units
beginning with the most effective units first?

No. of Battalions in Command

Three most effective Bns. I.D. Code (if in project)

iost effective ... . .... . ...__ _ ......... ... _. .. . .

Reason:

Second most effective __
Third highest in effectiveness__________...........

Three least effective Rns.

Least effective . .......... ...__ _ _

Reason: _

Next least effective _ _

Third lowest in effectiveness •

4



GENERAL OFFICERS ONLY

I
We would now like you to rank each of the battalions in your command which
are participating in the Command Climate Survey relative to all other
battalions in your command.

PARTICIPATING BATTALIONS BN. I.D. CODE RANKING RATING NU1MEMICAL
AMOIIG ALL SN OF BN VALUE
IN COMMF!AND

CL

Number of BN in Command

Note to interviewer: First, get rankings of battalions (among all those in
command, not just those in the study), ýushing to obtain actual place
in order, not Just top third, etc. Sec.ond, obtain ratings.

EFFECTIVENESS'RATING

We would now like yu to rate each of Vhe battalions with regard to
their overall effectiveness. This rati ng should be performed in accordance
with your own individual standards of performance, rather than in'accordance
with some absolute measure of combat readiness. That Is, this rating should
not be a measure of how combat ready these units are, since presumably most:
units are combat ready, but rather it should be a reflection of how good
these units are relative to how good you think they can be.

Please indicate this Judgment by assigning a letter grade to each unit's
perfomance In a manner similar to that used In educational settings. Thatis, let "A" Excellent perforance, "B" m Good perf ance, "C" -- ar

perforance, OD" a just Passable, and OF" - Inadequate perforance.

13 .1 , 1 10 l9 aI 7 . ...... 4 3 2 -- - -1

---- --

'-0/



BRIGADE COMMANDERS ONLY

EFFECTIVENESS RANKINGS No. of units
in command

We would like you to'think about tbe.Battalions within i"

your command in terns of their effectiveness. Could you
please list these units in order of their effectiveness
beginning with the most effective?

BATTALION NAME I.D. CODE RANK RATING

Reason this unit Is most effective:

I.D. CODE RANK RATING

2 ) .. ... . . . . ....

3)

4)

5 ) .... . . . . . . . . . .

6) ___

7)

8)
Reason last unit is least effective:_ __________

EFFECTIVENESS RATING

We would now like you to rate each of the battalions with regard to
their overall effectiveness. This rating should be performed in accordance
with your own individual stanjards of performanc,, rather than In accordance
with some absolute measure of combat readiness. That is, this rating should
not be a measure of how combat ready these units are, since presumably most
units are combat ready, but rather it should be a reflection of how goad
these units are relative to how good you think they can be.

Please indicate this Judgment by assigning a letter grade to each unit's
performance in a manner similar to that used in educational settings. That
is, let "A" - Excellent performance, "B" - Good performance, 1C" - Fair
performance, OD" - Just Passable, and OF" - Inadequate performance.

A+ A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- 1+ ) P-1 F ,
13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 . 5 4 3 2 T

---------- -------------- --------------- - ---------------- --
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This Z• to be asked of aZZ interviewees

It may be necessary in our analyses of this project's data to analyze

the data from Army components that have utilized OE separately from those

which have not. This Is so since OE, by attempting to directly influence

a command's command climotu, -ay moderate the relationship between the unit's

command climate a,,d Its effectiveness. Therefore, while not wishing to

violate the confidentiality of the OE process, we would like you, if you

feel free to do so, to tell ms whether you, or your staff have been involved in

an OE operation during thE last six months?

A. ()Yes ()No

B. If "Yes", when? (_ _ _)

C. If "Yes", who else was involved (e.g., bn staff only, whole command, etc.)?

7



APPENDIX H

IPERFORMANCE (RECORD) FORMS



COMPANY INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS

Please complete the following forms by filling in the indicated
data in the appropriate spaces. In doir.g so, please observe the
following points:

1. Please write your battalion and company identification in
the space provided i-n the upper left corner of each page.

2. Pages containinq data from the Unit Readiness (FORSTAT)
Report (page 2) are classified CONFIDENTIAL when completed.,

3. Fill data in spaces pertaining to ASIs, ARTEPS and command
assumption dates (page 1) only if these occurred during
the specified period. Otherwise, leave blank.

Thank you for your cooperation.



POST:

S ~BN:

CO:

Office Use Office Use
Apr-Jur. 79 Only Jul-Sep 79 Only

No. of EDP Discharges
(Chap 5) (Ii,-o)

No. of Adverse Discharge
(Chaps 9,10,11,13,14) (1lh1-l3) (,I,,,,)

No. of Articles 15 (1jia-:i)

No. of Courts-Martial
(Spec. Surrary, General) (1117-1a) 5(,s2-s3)

No. of A14OLS (Il9•21) (,is,-s)

No. of DFRs (1122-24) - (I'S1-"9)

No. of First Termer
Reenlistment (112s-27) -(lso-62)

First Term Reup
Objective (11i0-so) (1,Is3-5)

No. of Career
Reenlistments (1t21-s3)

Career Reup
Objective (l134-36) -(116-71)

No. of Crimes of
Violence (1Ij-7).38- (1172-73)

No. of Crimes against
Property - (1139-4o) - (1 174-7s)

N. of Marijuana/Drug
Offenses (1I•41-42) - (117-s77)

ARTEP During Apr 79-Sep 79

Date: .... ..... (21,-) Company Command Assumption Dat

# of Missions Tested: (211.-al)

# of Missions Rated Sat: (2112-13)

AGI During Apr 79-Sep 79

Date: (2116-17)

# of Areas Inspected _____-___

# of Areas Rated Sat: (2120-211
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